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JOHN SHAW, 
STOCK AND SHARE DEALER. 


HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 

165, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, 8.W. 

174, Victoria-street, 8.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

181la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton. 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 


Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 

Highest and Lowest for past 5 yeare. 
Traffic Book. 


” ” 
” ” 


” ” 


Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 
New Eprrions READY BARLY IN JANUARY FoR 1893. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 





SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,588,000. 





TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.O.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Lorp Justice Kay, who has been suffering from a severe 
cold, is expected to return to the bench on Monday next. 
Meantime two of his colleagues in Court of a 0. 2 are 
disposing of such interlocutory appeals as are y for hearing. 


Tue HEARING of Chancery final appeals will be resumed in 
Court of Appeal No. 2 as soon as a court of three judges can be 
formed. luding an appeal set down this week, there are 
actually not more five of these appeals ready for hearing. 
A few are standing over, which will ripen in course of time, but 
when the five appeals above mentioned have been eyes of it 
seems probable that the learned Lords Justices be in a 
position to take any Queen’s Bench appeals which may be ready. 








Is rr —_— that the self-denying ordinance of the law 
officers of the Crown against private practice can have broken 
down already? Here is a paragraph which we find in an 
evening paper:—‘‘ The great army of litigants will cordially 
absolve gir Ouaries Russet from any blame in the retention 
of a portion of his private practice atthe bar. It was rumoured 
that he had decided to devote himself solely to his official work 
as Attorney-General, but it appears that the rumour was hasty 
and founded on insufficient grounds.” 





Mr. Justice Wriaut, sitting as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division, was occupied during a considerable time on 
Wednesday in disposing of numerous applications for the post- 
ponement of the hearing of actions in which the parties were not 
ready. This must necessarily be the case where a large number 
of actions are practically advanced by being transferred, as in 
this case, to a j who hears witness actions continuously, 
The learned ‘alles eard and decided four actions on Wednesday 
and — pe. others were and ely not ~ 

robable that at his present rate of progress his list may 
Siepoeed of in the cnunes 6f abou a RUMENA. 





THERE HAVE been some complaints about new regulations at 
the entering seat of the Chancery Regi ’ Office. We believe 
that the so-called new regulation is merely the revival of an old 
regulation that no order should be given out to a solicitor from 
the entering seat, but that the order should be taken from that 
seat by the regi 8 assistant clerk, and by him delivered to 
poor ines ath ona no ge targa wr 
sometimes into wrong hands, much difficulty was occa- 
sioned by solicitors having to work on an office copy. It has 

Il 
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been suggested that the original orders should be filed, as is | court of law to disclose revelations made to them under the so- 


the practice in the Queen’s Bench Division, and that office copies 
only should be used ; but before this suggestion could be adopted 
the views of the Chancery judges on the subject would have to 
be obtained. 





Mr. Justice Vavenan Witttams has apparently returned to 
court full of zeal in the matter of cutting down costs in winding 
up cases. He is stated to have remarked on Wednesday, on an 
a for an adjournment, ‘‘that the parties interested in 

various petitions seemed to be very courteous to one another, 
and to arrange for costs. He did not think he ought to allow those 
courtesies to be the occasion for increasing the costs of proceed- 
a. Therefore in the case before him, although he would 
ow the adjournment asked for, he would order that no costs 
be allowed to anybody in respect of the adjournment. When 
the taxing master came to tax the costs it would be his duty to 
take care that they were no larger than they would have been 
if the matter had come on as it ought to have done at first. He 
proposed to make this a rule in all cases.” 





Tue pecision of Nortn, J., in Re Porter, Coulson v. Capper 
(41 W. R. 38) is a striking example of the hardship which 
sometimes results from the inappropriate use of forfeiture 
clauses. A testator devised life estates in his real and personal 
property to his two sisters and the survivor of them, and, 
subject thereto, for all his nephews and nieces who should 
attain twenty-one equally. He added a proviso that in case 
any of the nephews or nieces should, during the life estates, 
assign or in any way dispose of his or her expectant share, 
except by will, or should attempt to do so, the share should be 
forfeited. One of the nieces married, and by a post-nuptial 
settlement settled her reversionary share in the testator’s estate 
in favour of herself, her husband, and her children. At the 
date of the settlement, however, she was domiciled in South 
Australia, and by the law of that colony she was unable to assign 
her reversionary interests, and consequently the settlement did 
not operate as an assignment of them. Nonrrn, J., held, never- 
theless, that there had been an attempt to assign, and that a 
forfeiture had taken place. Strictly speaking, of course, there 
can be no actual assignment of property under such circum- 
stances. The execution of the deed at once effects a forfeiture, 
and nothing passes by the assignment. This point was noticed 
by Kuspersizy, V.O., in Barnett v. Blake (2 Dr. & Sm. 117), 
and it drew from him the opinion that the forfeiture would 
result from any act which was done with the intention of 
effecting an assignment. Perhaps it is more correct to say that 
there must be an act which would produce an assignment but 
for the forfeiture. Thus, where a married woman charged her 
life interest by way of mortgage, and the charge was void by 
reason of a restraint on anticipation, it was held that she had not 
“anticipated” her income within the meaning of a clause 
which carried over the principal upon such event. But where 
the forfeiture clause speaks expressly of attempting to assign, 
these words may be aimed at either or both of two events. 
They may simply be intended to emphasize the prohibition of 
assignment, so as to make it apply, as in Barnett v. Blake, 
although, owing to the forfeiture clause, no actual transfer of 
property can take place, or they may be aimed at transactions 
which, apart from the forfeiture clause, would not be effectual 
as assignments. As a matter of grammatical construction, they 
cover, of course, both cases, and hence the decision of Norn, 
J., in Re Porter. The result was, perhaps, inevitable, but it 
suggeste for consideration whether such clauses should be made 
to except marriage settlements, and whether some alteration 
may not be practicable in the words aimed at attempts to 
assign. As long as no transaction has been completed which, 
but for the forfeiture clause, would vest the property in a 
stranger, it seems that it ought to remain in the original bene- 
ficiary, and sometimes, as in the present case, the words may 
have a disastrous effect. 





A passaGz in Dr. DottincEr’s recently-published life has drawn 
attention to the question whether peri 9 persons are bound ina 











called “seal of confession.” The German theologian put the 
ee and obligations of spiritual persons very high. “‘ Think 
what it must be to a confessor,’’ writes he, ‘‘to see an innocent 
man condemned and punished, he all the time knowing who is 
the guilty person, but unable to give him up. I often prayed 
God not to place me in this terrible position. At the time of 
the great Gunpowder Plot in London one of the conspirators 
confessed the crime to a Jesuit. The priest kept the secret, as 
in duty bound, but on the conspiracy coming to light he was 
betrayed by his confessee, and paid the penalty with his life.” 
The question has more than once been brought before the 
English, Scotch, and American courts. In England, though 
the law is a little doubtful, the better opinion is that neither 
penitential confessions made to a minister nor even secrets 
confided to a Roman Catholic priest in the course of confession 
are privileged (see Taylor, vol. 1, p. 789; Best, p. 522). In 
Scotland, where a prisoner in custody and preparing for his 
trial confesses to a clergyman in order to obtain spiritual advice 
and comfort, the confession is privileged, but this privilege 
does not extend to confidential communications to clergymen in 
the ordinary course of their duty (see 2 Dickson Ev. 937). Across 
the Atlantic in the States of New York and Missouri the con- 
fession is privileged, it being provided by the New York Civil 
Code that ‘‘a clergyman or priest cannot, without the consent 
of the person making the confession, be examined as to any 
confession made to him in his professional character in the 
course of discipline enjoined by the Church to which he 
belongs.” And it is said by Mr. Taytor that ‘“‘the law of 
Papal Rome” not only excepts confessions from the general 
rules of evidence, ‘‘ but punishes the priest who reveals them.” 
Mascarpvs, indeed, after observing that in general persons 
coming to the knowledge of facts under an oath of secresy are 
compellable as witnesses to disclose them, states that confessions 
are not within the operation of this rule, since they are 
made, not so much to the priest, as to the Deity whom he 
represents; and he hence draws what Mr. Taytor styles the 
Jesuitical conclusion that the priest, when appearing as a witness 
in his private character, may lawfully swear that he knows 
ncthing of the subject. 





Unver THE title ‘‘ Whose Fault?” Mr. Ex.is J. Davis has 
published the story of a trial at Nisi Prius, giving in full the 
whole of the proceedings in an imaginary case of Williams v. 
The West Middlesex Tramway Co. (Limited), beginning with the 
brief and poets for plaintiff's counsel and ending with the 
plaintiff's bill of costs; and including, in particular, a verbatim 
report of all that took place in court on the trial before that 
eminent judge Mr. Justice Sussex, ‘“ who, after an uneventful 
career at the bar, succeeded in securing a seat in Parliament for 
an influential borough in the Conservative interest. He had 
not sat more than a few weeks for this constituency when a 
vacancy occurred on the bench, and as it happened that he was 
the only lawyer on the Government side st seat was per- 
fectly safe for the party, he was offered the judgeship by the 
Lord Chancellor.” The object of the writer is stated to be 
to give (we presume for the benefit of the general public) a 
complete insight into what usually takes place in court. The 
“complete insight” involves the perusal of about 145 pages 
of speeches of counsel, evidence, and summing up by the 
judge ; and although a good deal of this is a fair sample of 
the ordinary Queen’s Bench trial, and some portions of it are 
diverting, 1t may be doubted whether the general public will 
find it very fascinating. It may be hoped, however, that the 
plaintiff's bill of costs, and the short analysis of it with which 
the book concludes, will meet the eyes of the portion of the 

ublic who have been sedulously inoculated (not unfrequently 
y learned judges) with the notion of the enormous profits 
made by solicitors. The plaintiff recovered £328 10s. with 
costs; the action was in the solicitor’s office for about eight 
months; the total taxed costs to be paid by the defendants 
amounted to £157 10s., £25 7s. 2d. being disallowed on taxa- 


.| tion. Out of the £157 10s., £22 represented court and special 


jury fees, £60 2s. 6d. was paid to counsel and £27 to witnesses, 
ving £48 7s. 6d. as the total amount received by the solicitor 
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from the defendants for the whole of his labour, clerks’ time, 
and office expenses. And if the solicitor was paid the £25 7s. 2d. 
disallowed on taxation, by his own client, he would only receive 
somewhere about a clear £70. The author may well observe 
that ‘‘the solicitor’s remuneration is rather under than over 
what a skilled professional man might expect to receive.” 


Tue curRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review contains 
an interesting article by Mr. Henry Bupp on the Act of Con- 
gress of the 3rd of March, 1891, establishing circuit courts of 
appeal for the United States with a view to diminishing the 
pressure on the Supreme Court. Article III. of the Constitution 
of the United States provides that the judicial power of the 
United States shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in such 
inferior courts as Congress may from time to time establish ; 
and the scope of the judicial power is defined so as, speaking 
generally, to include all cases where interests other than those 
of a single State, or the citizens of a single State, are in ques- 
tion. In pursuance of the power to establish inferior courts, 
Congress established district courts and circuit courts. The 
number of districts has been increased from time to time, and 
there are now about sixty. The jurisdiction of the district 
courts is very various, but it embraces, in the main, matters of a 
public nature, in many of them the United States being concerned. 
There are nine circuit courts, each circuit including several 
districts. Tlie circuit court for each district consists of a justice 
of the Supreme Court, a circuit judge specially appointed, and 
the district judge, but the court may be held by any one member 
sitting alone. It has original jurisdiction in all suits of a civil 
nature, at law or in equity, where the federal jurisdiction 
depends on the citizenship of the parties, and the amount in 
dispute exceeds two thousand dollars; and in various other 
matters ; and prior to the recent Act it had appellate jurisdiction 
from the district courts in certain cases. From both sets of 
courts, again, appeals lay in specified matters to the Supreme 
Court, and, in particular, in all cases of final civil judgments and 
decrees of a circuit court, where the matter in dispute exceeded 
five thousand dollars, and in cases where the judges of the court 
below certified that there was a difference of opinion between 
them as to any question which arose at the trial or hearing. 
The result was that, what with these and certain other classes of 
appeals that went to the Supreme Court, that court was quite 
unable to keep abreast of the flood of work which poured in 
upon it. In 1870 the unargued cases at the beginning of the 
term were 600; in 1882 they had increased to 1,202. ‘‘ The 
Supreme Court,” says Mr. Bupp, “had struggled against such a 
consummation: counsel had been limited in the time allowed 
them for argument, judges had been drawn from circuit duty 
almost altogether, so that the court had been able to dispose of 
360 cases a year, as against about 200, the largest number ever 
disposed of in one year prior to 1868. Yet, notwithstanding all 
this increased labour and corresponding result, the docket of the 
court was so full that it would have required more than three 
years to clear it, even if no new cases had been placed upon it.” 


Tuis stare of things is rightly described as having been 
intolerable, and numerous plans were proposed to remedy it. 
Appeals, it was said, might be limited to cases involving very 
large sums or very great interests; the Supreme Court might 
sit in divisions, coming together to hear cases of special magni- 
tude or importance; subordinate courts of ap might be 
established, the judgments of which would in ordinary cases be 
final. The actual plan adopted was different from any of these. 
The president was required to appoint in each circuit an addi- 
tional circuit judge, and with this increased staff nine circuit 
courts of appeal were established, located age SS in 
Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Richmond, New Orleans, 


Cincinnati, Chicago, St. Louis, and San Francisco. The former 
appellate power of the circuit courts was abolished, and in 
numerous cases appeals may be taken direct from the district 
courts and circuit courts to the Supreme Court. These cases, 
in general, involve matters of public importance, such as ques- 
tions of jurisdiction, or of the construction of the constitution of 
the United States or of treaties. In all other cases appeals lie 


to the circuit court of appeal, and in certain specified matters 
the decision of that court is final. Thus it is final whenever the 
jurisdiction of the federal court depends on the citizenship of 
the Log rag Pe — = rg ane thus gre tle 
a lies to the Supreme Court when the sum in 

pad one thousand dollars. To a certain extent, therefore, 
the right of appealing to the Supreme Court is enlar the 
limit of value being lowered from five thousand to one thousand 
dollars. It is too, in criminal matters, and the addi- 
tional cases which may thus come before it cannot well be esti- 
mated. But an analysis quoted by Mr. Bupp of the appeals 
which formerly went to the Supreme Court shews that nearl 

half will now be stopped at the circuit courts of appeal, an 

upon the whole the resulting relief to the Supreme Court is 
likely to be very considerable. 


SOLICITOR MORTGAGEE’S COSTS. 


Tue recent decisions that a solicitor mortgagee is not entitled 
to charge profit costs naturally raise the question whether he 
can gain the right to do so by special agreement. In answer to 
the inquiry of a correspondent, we suggested some weeks ago 
(ante, p. 62) that a decision adverse to any such right had been 

iven by Kay, LJ. (then Kay, J.), in Field v. Hopkins (44 

a. D. 524), but exception was taken to this by another corre- 
spondent (ante, p. 98), on the ground that the om ong of 

ay, J., like the judgments in the Court of Appeal, was based 
solely on the construction of the covenant which came before the 
court in that case. It may be worth while, therefore, to examine 
the matter more carefully, and ascertain whether the clause pro- 
viding for the payment of profit costs which is now usually 
inserted is likely to stand the test of judicial scrutiny. 

In Field vy. Hopkins the mo were an auctioneer, 
Leeper, and a solicitor, Fretp, who, at the request of the mort- 

ors, had taken a transfer of two existing mortgages, and 
agreed to make a further advance. The new mortgage 
deed, which was dated in September, 1885, recited this 
arrangement, and also the further stipulation that the mort- 
gagees ‘should be entitled to make the same charges, and to 
receive the same remuneration ively, for business 
done by them respectively in or about these presents as they 
would ews been entitled to make and receive if they had not 
been mor .”’ There was no covenant expressly embodying 
this pre gy 4 the ordi covenant for repayment, after 
specifying the sums advan went on to bind the mortgagors 
to repay to the mortgagees “every other sum which may 
hereafter be advanced or paid to the mortgagees, or either of 
them, to or become owing to them or him by the mortgagors, or 
either of them.” And the mortgagors charged the — 
premises with the payment of the sums actually advanced, and 
of “any other sum which may hereafter be advanced or paid 
or become owing as aforesaid.’ 

Prior to the mortgage the mortgaged premises were valued 
by Leeper, acting yee Frexp’s instructions, and Fretp paid 
him a fee of £5 5s. Subsequently to the mo: Frexp acted 
as solicitor for one of the mo in an application under 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, and his bill of costs came to 
£13 6s. 1d. He also had a bill of costs for £17 3s. 5d. against 
the other mort, r in respect of matters subsequent to, and 
unconnected with, the mo . The mortgagees, in 1888, 
commenced proceedings for foreclosure, and, under the usual 
order for accounts, they carried in their accounts, including the 
above three items. These items were disallowed by the chief 
clerk, and it was the correctness of his decision which was in 
question before Kay, J., and in the Court of Appeal. 

It is at once clear that the two larger amounts of £13 6s, 1d. 
and £17 3s, 5d. must be treated ay A from the charge of 
£5 5s., and the judgment of Kay, J., distinctly recognizes this. 
They related to matters unconnected with the mortgage, and, if 
the mortgagors had chosen to extend the mortgage so as to 
make it cover these future costs, there was, as Kay, J., poi 
out, no reason, since the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870 (83 
& 34 Vict. c. 28), s. 16, why they should not do so. The only 
question, th was, whether any agreement to this effect 





y 
had been in fact made; and the first part of Mr. Justice Kay’s 
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judgment was devoted to ascertaining this. If at all, the 
future costs were included in the covenant for payment of other 
sums which should be advanced by, or become owing to, the 
mortgagees, but he held that this was too indefinite to include 
future custs, and he preferred to read it as aimed merely at 
future advances, and at the profit costs referred to in the recital. 
But this part of the judgment, from which our later corre- 
spondent quotes, does not profess to touch the validity of a 
covenant in respect of such costs. 

This matter is dealt with in the second part of the judgment, 
when Kay, J., comes to deal with the auctioneer’s fee of £5 5s. 
After remarking that the charge was not one which an auc- 
tioneer mortgagee could make in the absence of contract, he put 
clearly the question with which we are now concerned, ‘Can a 
mo: contract for payment to himself of a profit-payment 
to which, but for such a contract, he would not be entitled?” 
If so, the learned judge seems to have thought that the recital, 
followed by the covenant, would have amounted to such a con- 
tract. But he was clear that the contract was void ; and he put 
this expressly on the ground stated in Jennings v. Ward (2 Vern. 
520), and quoted by himself in James v. Kerr (40 Ch. D. 459), 
that “a man shall not have interest for his money, and a col- 
lateral advantage besides for the loan of it, or clog the redemp- 
tion with any by-agreement.”’ And after referring to Broad v. 
Selfe (11 W. R. 1036), where Lord Romy disallowed a com- 
mission for which the mortgagee had bargained, he continued :— 
‘* Accordingly, the five guineas taken by the auctioneer mort- 
gagee, which he could not possibly have claimed without a 
special contract, could not be the subject of a valid contract. 
According to the mortgage law recognized in this country, a 
mortgagee cannot make such a contract; he cannot contract to 
get anything from the estate beyond his principal, interest, and 
costs; therefore profit-charges which he is not entitled to be 
paid stand on the same footing as commission, which he clearly 
cannot charge.” It appears, then, that Kay, J., disallowed the 
five guineas expressly on the ground that an agreement enabling 
the mortgagee to charge profit costs was invalid, as constituting 
a clog on the equity of redemption. 

In the Court of Appeal this decision was affirmed, but the 
judgments delivered there do not throw any light upon the 

int under consideration. All the Lords Justices (Corron, 

INDLEY, and Lorxs, L.JJ.) seem to have been of opinion that 
the covenant could not be construed so as to include the auc- 
tioneer’s fee, and hence it was unnecessary to discuss the 
correctness of Mr. Justice Kay’s reasoning. Corrtoy, L.J., 
referred to the possibility that there might in some cases bea 
bargain between a mortgagor and a mortgagee that certain extra 
expenses should be within the mortgage security. ‘‘ But here,” 
he said, ‘‘there was no such bargain at all.”” So Liyptey, L.J., 
after stating his opinion as to the construction of the covenant, 
said: ‘‘ This view of the construction gets rid both of the claim 
to the bills of costs and to the claim for the auctioneer’s fee.” 
Had a different opinion prevailed, and had it been thought that 
there was an agreement to allow the mortgagees to charge 
em costs, it would have been necessary to go further, and to 

ecide on the validity of such an agreement. In the result, 
then, it appears that while Kay, J., decided against its validity, 
the Court of Appeal expressed no opinion on the matter. 

It remains to consider whether the view taken by Kay, J., is 
correct, and whether an agreement in a mortgage deed that a 
solicitor mortgagee shall be at liberty to charge profit costs 
against the mortgagor does really come within the rule that the 
mortgagee is not to get any collateral advantage out of his 
mortgage, or to clog the equity of redemption with any by- 
agreement. Of course it is clear that he cannot make any 
stipulation which will deprive the mortgagor altogether of his 
ight to redeem, and perhaps the recent decision of the House 
of Lords in Salt v. Marquis of Northampton (40 W. R. 529; 1892, 
A. C. 1) does no more than affirm the rule “once a mortgage, 
always a mortgage.”” Hence it may still be possible to argue 
that an agreement of the kind now in question is not within the 
og intended to be restrained by the rule in Jennings v. 


__Formerly it was quite settled that a mortgagee was not at 
liberty to stipulate for payment for any personal service he 
might render* in-connection with the mortgaged property. “It 





has long been determined here,” said Lord Expon, C., in 
Chambers v. Goldwin (9 Ves., at p. 272), “that though a 
mortgagee may stipulate for a receiver, to be paid by the mort- 
gagor, and may — a bailiff, &., he cannot himself 
stipulate for any advantage beyond the interest; and though 
it seems to make little difference to the mortgagor who is 
receiver, yet the court considers it as tending to usury and 
oppression, and a collateral advantage, which a man contracting 
for a loan of money shall not make.” ‘The rule being thus in 
part founded on the repugnance of the court to usury, it was to 
a certain extent affected, by the repeal of the usury laws, 
but it was held by Romitiry, M.R., in Broad v. Selfe (supra) 
that this had not abrogated it, and that, although the rule ia 
its origin probably had reference to the usury laws, yet it was 
really founded upon the principle that the court would not 
permit a person, under colour of a mortgage, to obtain a 
collateral advantage not belonging or appurtenant to the 
contract of mortgage. 

In Barrett v. Hartley (14 W. R. 684, L. R. 2 Eq., at p. 795) 
Srvart, V.C., also referred to the repeal of the usury laws as 
affecting the rule now in question, and he pointed out that the 
effect had been to bring into greater prominence the jurisdic- 
tion of the court to interfere whenever it was sought to enforce 
an oppressive bargain. This would seem to imply that the 
court will only interfere to prevent a mortgagee from obtaining 
an advantage additional to his interest when the stipulation 
which gives it him is in fact oppressive, and clearly this would 
not apply to a stipulation for payment of profit costs. It cannot 
be a hardship on the mortgagor that he should have to pay to 
the solicitor mortgagee directly the costs which he will, as a 
matter of course, have to pay if the mortgagee employs 
another solicitor. And it is to be noticed that in Eyre v. Hughes 
(24 W. R. 597, 2 Ch. D., at p. 162), Bacon, V.C., seems to have 
thought that it was possible for a mortgagor to agree to pay a 
mortgagee for his personal services, provided he understood the 
protection which the law gave him and was willing to relin- 

uish it. 

. But while it may be argued that the rule against allowing 
the mortgagee to stipulate for a collateral advantage is now 
founded upon the jurisdiction of the court to set aside oppressive 
bargains, and that it is, therefore, open to the court to inquire 
whether any particular bargain is, in fact, oppressive, yet it 
does not seem clear that the court would deem itself at liberty 
to take so reasonable a course. Possibly the rule might be 
considered to be an absolute one, quite irrespective of the 
grounds on which it was originally founded, and as to the 
argument that the costs will in any event have to be borne 
by the mortgagor it may be said that this is met by Lord 
Expon’s observation in Goldwin v. Chambers (supra). It makes 
no difference to the mortgagor to whom he pays the costs, and 
the bargain is not now unlawful as tending to usury, nor can it 
be characterized as oppressive, but it gives the mortgagee a col- 
lateral advantage “‘ which a man contracting for a loan of money 
shall not make.” Of course this is entirely poe to present 
ideas of public policy, which are all in favour of freedom of con- 
tract, and the rule is an absurd one on the face of it. But, in 
the present condition of the decisions, it seems to be desirable 
that the attention of solicitor mortgagees should be drawn to the 
doubt which exists as to the validity of the usual clause. We 
shall rejoice if the doubt should be hereafter removed by a 
decision of the Court of Appeal. 





PAYMENT BY A BANKRUPT ON ACCOUNT OF 
COSTS. . 


Ir is sometimes a matter of importance for a solicitor to know 
whether he can safely receive payment from a client in embar- 
rassed circumstances for services to be rendered in arranging 
his affairs or opposing bankruptcy proceedings, and the recent 
ease of Re Pollitt (41 W. R. 89) calls attention to the rule laid 
down in Ze Sinclair (15 Q. B. D. 616) and the limitations 
2 upon it in Re Spackman (38 W. BR. 368). 

n Re Sinclair the question arose with respect to a payment 
made by the debtor for the costs of opposing a bankruptcy 


| petition, and it was held that this payment was good. On the 
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9th of March, 1885, Sruvciarr was served with the petition, and 
on the following day an interim receiving order was made. Srn- 
cLAtr thereupon consulted his solicitor, and it was resolve.) to 
oppose the petition and to apply at once to have the receiving 
i be set aside, but under the circumstances the solicitor re- 
quired the payment of a sum of £25 on account of costs and 
eounsel’s fees, and this was paid by Srvcrair out of mone 
which his friends had given him to help him out of his difficul- 
ties. In the result the motion to set aside the receiving order 
failed, and on the hearing of the bankruptcy petition Srvciair 
was adjudicated bankrupt on the acts of bankruptcy alleged 
therein. Thereupon the trustee in the bankruptcy applied for 
an order that the solicitor should be directed to pay to him the 
sum of £25 as having been received from the Scabones with full 
knowledge of the acts of bankruptcy. 

From one passage in the judgment it might be inferred that 
the solicitor, under such circumstances, would be entitled to 
retain so much of the money paid as was required to remunerate 
him for services actually sonal: ‘* No case has been referred 
to,” said Cave, J., ‘‘ where the court has interfered to make a 
solicitor refund money paid to him for services rendered, and if 
an order were to be made on such an application as this it 
would be a great injustice.” But, in point of fact, the decision 
was based, not on the ground that the solicitor was entitled to 
retain the money as remuneration for his services, regardless of 
their nature, but because it was a matter of necessity for the 
bankrupt to have suitable legal assistance in opposing the 
bankruptcy proceedings. ‘It is right,” continued Cave, J., 
‘that a man should have legal advice and assistance against a 
bankruptcy petition, but if a solicitor has to refund money paid 
to him for such a purpose, a man would be left defenceless, 
because nobody would act for him.” And he instanced the 
case of a bankrupt obtaining and paying for a necessary of life, 
such as a loaf of bread. Although the baker knew that his 
customer had committed an act of bankruptcy the trustee could 
not recover the money paid to him. 

The two important circumstances in this case, therefore, were 
that the payment was made in cash, and that the services ren- 
dered for it were rendered in opposing the bankruptcy proceed- 
ings, and the later decisions shew that each of these facts must 
be present for the payment to be privileged. The absence of 
both occasioned a result adverse to the solicitor in Re Spackman 
(supra); the absence of the latter had a similar effect in Re 
Pollitt (supra). In Re Spackman there was no actual payment of 
money, but the debtor, by a letter dated the 9th of November, 
1886, authorized his solicitors to sell certain goods, and he 
charged the proceeds with the costs which he was then incurring 
with them. On the 24th of December a receiving order was 
made against him in respect of an act of bankruptcy committed 
on the 3rd of December, but the county court judge held that 
there had been an act of bankruptcy on the 22nd of 1 November, 
and he only allowed the costs of the solicitors up to that date. 
The Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smrn, JJ.) took the 
same view. The services which the solicitors had rendered 
consisted, not in actually opposing the bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings, but in negotiating with the creditors with the 
object of avoiding them, and it was held that there was 
no necessity for such services within the rule laid down in Re 
Spackman, But, further, there had been no actual payment 
to the solicitors, but simply a charge upon property which, as 
soon as they had notice of an act of bankruptcy, they knew 
belonged to the trustee. ‘‘A man,” said Cave, J., ‘‘who takes 
a charge under those circumstances knows very well the money 
is the money of the trustee, and that the party charging has no 
right to do so. A man who comes with ready money offers 
somethirg which, although primd facie it is the property of the 
trustee, may not be so, because the debtor may have had pre- 
sents of money for the purpose of obtaining someone to defend 
him, or to provide himself with the necessities of life.” ie 
this is not altogether satisfactory. A payment in cash is y 
allowed, not because the money may not strictly be the property 
of the trustee, but because it is given for the purchase of a 
necessary service, and it seems to make no difference in prin- 
ciple whether such service is paid for in cash or by a charge on 
property. In the Court of p enact (38 W. R. 497) it was held 


that there was in fact no act of bankruptcy till the 3rd of 





December, and as, before that date, the solicitors had received the 
proceeds of sale on which their costs were charged, the question 
argued in the court below did not require to be decided. Lord 
Esner, M.R., however, took occasion to remark that the court 
would not be inclined to extend the principle laid down in Re 
Sinclair (supra). , 

In the recent case of Le Pollitt (supra) there had been a cash 
payment to the solicitor, and therefore one of the difficulties 
which arose in Re Spackman did not present itself. A debtor, 
being in embarrassed circumstances, consulted his solicitor as to 
his position. The solicitor, to whom a sum of £40 was already 
due, declined to act on credit, and the debtor made a payment 
of £15 to secure his services. Shortly afterwards the debtor 
committed an act of bankruptcy by executing a deed of assign- 
mont in favour of his creditors. At that time the solicitor had 
rendered services for which his ch was £2 16s. 8d. After 
the act of bankruptcy he continued to act with a view to 
arranging with the creditors, and ultimately his bill of costs 
pn £15. Nevertheless, he was only allowed to retain the 
£2 16s. 8d., and this upon the ground relied on in Re Spackman, 
that his services were not a necessity to the bankrupt. The 
decision in Re Sinclair, said Vavenan Wituams, J., with 
whose judgment Wnricut, J., agreed, “‘is that where proceed-» 
ings are being taken against a man to make him a bankrupt, 
there is a rs necessity—if I may use that term—which com- 

ls the courts to say that the sum of money spent to defend 
imself and to try to avoid an adjudication in bankruptcy must 

be allowed to be retained by the solicitor.” 

It ap , therefore, that a solicitor can only retain money 
aid to him with notice of an act of bankruptcy if it represents 
is costs in opposing actual proceedings in bankruptey, and that 

if, for such services, he receives no payment in cash, but only 
takes a charge, this does not entitle him to payment out of the 


property charged. 








REVIEWS. 
STATUTE LAW. 


A TREATISE ON THE CONSTRUCTION AND Errecr or Srarvure 
Law. By Henry Harpcastie, Barrister-at-Law. SEcoNnD 
Eprrion. By WILLIAM FEILDEN Crates, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

The first edition of this book afforded a clear, and in general 
accurate, statement of the rules for the interpretation of statutes, 
and an explanation of their effect and operation. The present 
edition has been largely added to by the editor, who has rightly 
considered that the work ought to possess the further quality of 
completeness. He has accordingly or the mass of decisions 
since 1879 with reference to statutes, and the legislation affecting the 
subject. Of course the Interpretation Act, 1889, forms the most im- 
portant feature of the legislative oe. The leading definitions 
contained in this Act are discussed and explained at pp. 175-179; 
the rest of them being given in the very useful appendix of words . 
and expressions used in statutes which have been “judicially or 
statutably explained.” 

So far as we have been able to test the book the editor would 
appear to have done his work carefully and skilfully. The work is 
full of curious and interesting matter. Thus, with reference to the 
value of dictionaries as guides to the construction of statutory terms, 
it is said (p. 173) that “‘ ordinary dictionaries are somewhat delusive ~ 

uides ”-—reference being made to Midland Railway Co. v. Robinson 

(is App. Cas., at p. 34), where Lord Herschell cited Dr. Johnson as 

efining a quarry as a ‘‘ stone mine,” but Lord Macnaghten 
an opinion that on such a point the opinions of judges were a safer 
ee any definitions or nage Ne ne “oe "7 prem Sea 

e editor points out, very justly, that there is not at present any 
complete English dictionary, wack as that of Grimm in German or 
Littré in French, which affords an adequate amount of apt illustration 
for the accurate ascertainment of the meaning of an amb word, 
and the statutory context is probably a far better guide than any 
lexicon. 

On the question of the construction of statutes in accordance with 
public policy, there are some observations at p. 196 which may be 
respectfully commended to the attention of Court of Appeal No. 2, 
who have on some recent occasions exhibited a tendency, as 
Burroughs, J., put it, to ‘ astride” of this ‘‘ restive horse.” The 
admirable observation of Cave, J., in Re Mirams (1891, 1 Q. B, 594), 

trusted as in of the law than as 





that “ judges are more to be as : 
expounders of what is called public policy,” is cited. by the editor, 
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and he concludes that ‘‘ public policy appears . . 
preciable value in the construction of a statute.” 
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not to be of | large extent new. We think, however, on examination, that the 
| alterations in the arrangement of the chapters and in the position 


Rinoe the last edition, again, the rule as to mistakes in a statute | of the matter contained in them are in general improvements 


has been laid down by Grove, J., in Richards v. McBride (8 Q. B. D. 


119), where that learned judge said that ‘‘ we cannot assume a mis- | 


e in an Act of Parliament. If we did so we should render 
many Acts uncertain by putting different constructions on them 
according to our individual conjectures. The draftsman of the 
Act may have made a mistake. If so, the remedy is for the 

islatureé to amend it.” | Hardly a session passes but we 
have to call attention to the blunders of the draftsmen of Bills, 
or of the amenders of Bills during their passage through Parlia- 
ment: perhaps when it is fully understood by them that a new 
Act is necessary for the amendment of the most obvious and absurd 
error, more care may be exercised. It appears, however, that where 
the main object and intention of a statute are clear, it must not be 
reduced to a nullity by the draftsman’s unskilfulness or ignorance of 
law, “‘ except in the case of necessity or the absolute intractability of 
the language used” (Salmon v. Duncombe, 11 App. Cas. 627, 634). 

There are various minor improvements made in the present 
edition. The dates of all the cases cited are given, and references 
to all the series of reports are contained in the table of cases. 
And a new appendix of popular or short titles to the statutes 
has been added. This is a great deal fuller than the list comprised 
in the Short Titles Act, 1892. We miss, however, from the list the 
“Conveyancing Acts,” and we hardly think that 54 & 45 Vict. c. 73 
is generally described as ‘‘ Cozens-Hardy’s Act.” 





WINDING-UP PRACTICE, 

THE ANNUAL (WINDING-UP) PRACTICE, 1893. BEING A COLLECTION 
OF THE STATCTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE PRAC- 
TICE AS:TO THE WINDING UP or COMPANIES UNDER THE CoM- 
PANIES (WINDING-UP) AcT, 1890. By Mr. Registrar EMDEN and 
THomas Snow, M.A. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


This book forms a very complete guide to the practice in wind- 
ing up, though the quantity of matter and the numerous notes and 
references which it contains shew how complicated that practice 
is becoming. The text of the principal statute, the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, has been carefully annotated, but the con- 
tractions which have been introduced have sometimes a rather odd 
effect. Thus on page 43 we find several sentences which might not 
inaptly serve for missing letter competitions. The following is a 
specimen :—‘‘ Where no C. of I., functions of, devolving on B. of T. 
may be exercised by O. R., R. (90) 169.” In printing the rules made 
under the Act of 1890 the editors have had to deal with the rules of 
1890, of 1891, and of the 6th of April and 10th of August, 1892. 
They have adopted the method of intermingling the later sets with 
the rules of 1890, distinguishing them from the principal rules by 
different type or otherwise. Possibly this may be found more con- 
venient in practice, though we incline to think that it tends to clear- 
ness to keep the rules distinct, and to give the reader such help as he 
requires by means of cross references and indices. After the rules 
comes an appendix of forms in winding up, and then the statutes 
and rules ting to the practice under the Companies Act, 1862. 
The book is completed by a full index and tables of cases, statutes, 
and rules, and it contains also, prefixed to the rules, a table of their 
contents. It is intended, says the preface, ‘‘to be a handy com- 

ion to the practitioner, enabling him to find his way with some 
Sanes of ease amidst the new orders, forms, notices, and rules.” 
Or, as we may say, it is a perilous journey to the end of the winding 
up, but with this book in his hand the traveller may possibly even 
attain thereto. 





REAL PROPERTY. 
Princtptes or THE LAw or REAL PROPERTY. 
First Book ror THE Use oF STUDENTS IN CONVEYANCING. By 
the late Josnvua WILLIAMs, Q.C: SEVENTEENTH Epirion. Re- 
arranged and partly rewritten by his son, T. Cyprian WILLIAMS, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


INTENDED AS A 


It may ibly be the result of old associations, but, to our 
thinking, although many admirable more or less elementary treatises 
on real property have appeared in recent years, none has for its 


special object excelled the late Mr. Joshua Williams’ book. He knew 
so well how to hit the happy mean between elaborate detail and bare 
statement of _ le; he was so habitually accurate and concise in 
expression, and so clear and masterly in the enunciation of principle, 
that no student who thoroughly digested his book could fail to obtain 
a very solid groundwork of knowledge of real property law. No 
doubt, in the editions of the work which have been issued since his 
death, the original text had been necessarily so much altered and 
afided to as in many parts to leave little of the original; still we 


gead with some apprehension the statement in the preface to the | 
__ present edition that the book had been rearranged, and was to a! 


on the original scheme; and the new law is certainly better inter- 
woven with the old law than was possible without a remodelling of 
the text. And, so far as we have observed, the law is accurately and 
clearly stated. The concluding words of the book cannot be too 
strongly commended to the student: ‘‘ The student, when he pro- 
ceeds to practise drafting, should never forget that a deed is not an 
end ip itself, but is only a means for ascertaining the rights and 
obligations of the parties thereto. His object should be to define 
those rights and obligations clearly and accurately, rather than 
briefly and concisely. It is, of course, unnecessary that he should 
express what is clearly implied by law; but not the least important 
part of his task is to satisfy himself that the law clearly defines 
those rights and obligations for which he omits to provide.” 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAW CALENDAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In the Zaw Calendar and Directory of the Incorporated Law 
Society of 1892 my name was coupled with that of Mr. W. P. Brown, 
of 55 and 56, Chancery-lane, W.C., as a member of the firm of 
‘*Brown & Co.” of that address, and the telegraphic address 
(‘‘ Release, London’) and telephone No. (‘‘488”’) of my firm 
(* G. R. Browne & Co.”) given to Mr. W. P. Brown’s firm. Imme- 
diately the Calendar was published I wrote to the authorities inform- 
ing them of the fact that I have no connection with Mr. W. P. 
Brown or his firm, nor, to my knowledge, have I ever seen that gen- 
tleman. As I have recently been put to considerable inconvenience 
by the absurd mistake of the compilers of the Calendar, 1 shall be 
glad if you will kindly insert this letter in your next issue. 

G. SAUNDERS JAcoss. 

3, Church-court, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside, E.C., Jan. 6. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Ex parte GOLDBERG—No. 1, 11th January. 


Pracrice—ArrgaLr—ArriicatTion To ArprgaL In FormA Pavurezris—Aprr.i- 
cation TO Court or Arrgat—R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 22, 23, 24. 

Application ex parte for. leave to appeal in formd pauperis from an order 
of Mr. Registrar Hope in bankruptcy. The question was raised whether 
the application was properly made to the Court of Appeal. The applicant 
appeared in person. 

ne Court (Lord Esnex, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Swrru, L.JJ.) 
granted the application. 

Lorp Esner, M.R., said that they had now to decide definitely whether 
an application of this nature was properly made to this court. The 
applicant did not appear in formd pauperis before the registrar, but he now 
desired to appeal to this court in formd pauperis. The question would be 
the same in an appeal from any court to this court. His lordship bad at 
first some doubt whether that application ought to be made to this court, 





or whether the application ought not to be made at chambers or elsewhere. 
| But he came to the conclusion that, as regards proceedings in an appeal, 
| this court must have inherent jurisdiction in a matter relating exclusively 

to a proceeding in this court and in this court alone. It seemed to him 

that this court had inherent jurisdiction to deal with that matter, and no 
| othercourt had. The case of Kif'v. Roberts (35 W. R. 176, 33 Ch. D. 265) 
was an authority for this court dealing with the matter, because the order 
shewed that this court in that case t with it. This court, therefore, 
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had jurisdiction to deal with this application. The application was properl, 
wh dna; nee ee id, by to the pasediaas in ae 
Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions, the ions of ord. 16, rr. 
22, 23, 24, and would require an applicant to comply with those provisions 

The applicant here had complied with those provisions, and the application 
would be granted. Whether this order could be subsequently challenged, 
on the ground that the materials upon which the order was nted were 
irregular or on some other ground, was another question which did not 
now arise. 

Bowen and A. L. Ssrru, L.JJ., concurred. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


LANNER ». THE PALACE THEATRE (LIM), ISABELLA ECCARIUS 
AND MARIE ARMSTRONG—Chitty, J., 12th January. 


Conrract—Necative Stipvtation—Insuncrion. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, Mme. Katti Lanner, for an interim 
injunction restraining the defendant theatre company from inducing or 
allowing E. to perform as a stage dancer or otherwise at the Palace Theatre 
or elsewhere without the written permission of the plaintiff, in breach of 
an indenture of the 19th of July, 1890, and also for a similar injunction in 
the case of A., A.’s performance being alleged to be in breach of an agree- 
ment between the plaintiff and A. made the 1st of September, 1892, and 
also for injunctions restraining E. and A. from dancing at the theatre or else- 
where without such permission. On the 19th of July, 1890, E. was twenty- 
two years of age, but the agreement was in form an indenture of appren- 
ticeship, by which E. apprenticed herself to the plaintiff for six years. The 
agreement contained a covenant by the plaintiff to properly instruct E. in 
the higher branches of the choregraphic art, and provided that the 

laintiff should be entitled to retain one-third of the gross amount received 

rom all the choregraphic engagements of E. during the term, and should 
negotiate all engagements for E during the term, and that E should 
not during the term enter the service of or perform for any other person 
without the plaintiff’s permission in writing. The agreement imposed 
penalties on the apprentice of liquidated damages for breach of 
the covenants, and also penalties on the plaintiff if, in the event 
of an assigument of her business, the apprentice should not obtain 
a continuance of the advantages of the By og greg By her e- 
ment A. agreed with the plaintiff to the best of her skill and ability 
to rehearse and perform as a ballet dancer for six weeks certain, and 
the run of the 1892-3 pantomime under the direction of the plaintiff 
at any theatre in London in consideration of a weekly salary ; and the 
agreement contained a stipulation by A. during its subsistence not to per- 
form for or under the direction of uny person other than the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff was under no express obligation to find any engagement for 
either E. or A. It was allege1 by the plaintiff that E.and A. had entered 
into engagements with the defendant company without her consent, 
although she had provided them with suitable engagements for the pre- 
sent Christmas pantomimes at theatres of high repute, and it was not 
denied by E. and A. that they had in fact entered into such engagements. It 
was contended on their behalf that this was not a case where equity would 
interfere, and it was urged, first, that the court never had granted an in- 
junction to restrain breach of a negative stipulation like those in the above 
agreements—i.e., not to serve anyone except nominees of the covenantee ; 
second, that the court would not grant an injunction to enforce a nega- 
tive covenant to serve a particular covenantee unless the covenantor had 
some special qualifications which could not be dispensed with or et 
—eg., those of a prima donna, as in Lumley v. Wagner (1 De G. M. & G. 
604) ; third, that the bargain between the ies was one of those hard 
bargains which the court, in the exercise of its discretion, would decline 
to enforce. The cases of Tipping v. Eckersley (2 K. & J. 264), Kimberley v. 
Jennings (6 Bim. 340, at p. 352) Montague v. Flockton (i R. 16 Eq. 189, 
21 W. R. Dig. 114), De Francesco vy. Barnum (38 W. R. 187, 43 Ch. D. 165, 
45 Ch. D. 430), were also referred to in the course of the argument. The 
plaintiff was stated to be willing not to enforce any injunction and to be 
satisfied to take a simple declaration as to her rights. 

Currry, J., said that A.’s case was distinct from that of E. The 
general rule was that injunctions were granted to enforce negative 
stipulations subject to the discretion of the court as to what was 
reasonable. ‘The real point was whether the agreement between the 
plaintiff and A. was a lawful one or not. The evidence shewed that the 

laintiff’s introduction was of value to dancers, until, of course they 

came well known and had gained a reputation of their own. A., bei 
desirous of obtaining an engagement, went to the plaintiff and ente 
into the agreement in question. It was urged that there was no stipula- 
tion on the part of the plaintiff to provide employment, but there was an 
obligation, in his opinion, on the plaintiff's part to pay at least six weeks’ 
salary. As to the agreement being a contract of slavery, and the defend- 
ant being left without choice, he would say at once that, if the defendant 
had been sent to a theatre to which it was im or unreasonable that 
she should go, there would have been an end of the plaintiff's case. But 
the real case was that the defendant saw an opportunity of earning a 
better ealary. The defendant's contention that she did not understand 
the agreement was not to be listened to. The decision in Lumley v. 
Wagner really went on the ground that if people, sui juris, and of sound 
mind, made their own bargains, they must be answerable for their 
bargains, unless the cases were too trum: for the court to consider. 
It was obvious that managers of theatres might be put to great difficulties 
by the sudden and simultaneous abstention of several persons, none of 


whom were actually Spenetie. 

the plaintiff was enti to unction, bu 

at the bar waived her + in respect, the order would be 
that costs would be costs in the action. In E.’s case also the plaintiff 
was entitled to an injunction. His lordship said that there was 
no objection to a person of age agreeing to become an apprentice. 
It was suggested that the term of six years for which the apprentice was 


bound was unreasonable, with the result that the agreement was void in 
law as being in restraint of trade, but his lordship could see no sufficient 
ground for that view, nor did one-third of the apprentice’s earnings as a 
dancer seem to his lordship an unfair remuneration for the trouble of 
teaching. Then the nature of the master’s remuneration made it his 
interest to provide the pupil with anene. and the nature of the 
engagement provided was a thing in which both master and rr had an 
interest. His lordship referred to-the o' of Lord St. Leonards, 
C., in Lumley v. Wagner (1 De G. M. & G., at p. 619) for the true rule’in 
the administration of the equity claimed, and said that he could find no 
solid ground to justify him eparting from the general rule with regard 
to the enforcement of negative ey in a contract..-Counssgt, 
Byrne, Q.C., and Kalisch ; Levett, Q.0., and 2. Ford. Soticrrons, Bran« 
don & Nicholson ; Beyfus § Peyfus. 
(Reported by J. F. Waxry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAY v. LONGHURST.-Stirling, J., 12th January. 


Brit or Excnuance —INJuNcTION TO RESTRAIN NeGoTraTiIon — BEanEr— 
Ho.tper—Detivery wirnout InporsEMEent—Sunsequent INporsEMENT— 
Conremper or Covrrt—Soricrrorn—Briis or Excuaner Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vier. c. 61), ss. 2, 31, sun-secrions 1, 4. 


This was a motion to commit the defendant in the action and Young, 
his solicitor, for contempt of court under the follo circuinstances : — 
On the Ist of July, 1 pa thay asd bi made restraining a here Ly 
over the 8th of July from “ negotiating, pledging, or disposing 
certain bills of exchange. This interim order was from time to time con- 
tinued down to the 22nd of November, 1892. Previously to the commence- 
ment of the action the bills in question (which were payable to the de- 
fendant’s order) had been deposited by him with Young by way of security 
for a debt, but had not been indorsed ; and they had ever since continued 
in Young’s possession. On the 5th of October, 1892, while the interim 
order was in force, the defendant, at the request of Young, indorsed one 
of them, and the motion to commit was thereupon made, It was con- 
tended, on behalf of the applicant, that the bill had been negotiated by 
the defendant, and that Young, as an officer of the court, had been guilty 
of breach of duty and of gross contempt in acting as he had done (Ex parte 
Hayward, Re Plant, 25 Soxrcrrons’ Jovrnar, 696, 30 W. R. Dig. 49) ; 
while, on behalf of the respondents, reliance was placed on sub-section 4 
of section 31 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and it was contended that 
the negotiation was complete when the bill was delivered, and that Young 
had immediately thereupon a right to compel the defendant to indorse the 
bill. 

Srrruine, J., after referring to the definitions of ‘‘bearer’’ and 
‘‘ holder” in the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 2, said that previously to 
the 5th of October, 1892, Young was neither “ bearer” nor “‘ holder” of 
the bill in question. The former term applied cnly to the ge in pos- 
session of a bill or note payable to bearer, which the bill in the present 
case was not; and the latter to a payee or indorsee of a bill or note, which 
Young was not. Up to the 5th o tober, 1892, the bill had not been 
transferred to Young so as to constitute him the holder of the bill, for 
was not “‘ payee or indorsee,” and therefore the bill was not up to 
date “ .” On that date the bill in the possession of Young 
indorsed by the defendant, and Young, who up to that time had 
merely the transferee of bill, became for the first time 
** hol ” of it within the mean’ of the Act, and the bill was 
the first time ‘* tiated ’’ wit the meaning of sub-section 1 of 
section 31. The defendant, therefore, by his act converted Young 
from a mere transferee into a holder of the bill, and 
bill contrary to the interim order, No doubt sub-section 4 of sec- 
tion 31 shewed that Yo had, prior to the 5th of October, 1892, 
the right to have the indorsement of the defendant, and, conse- 
quently, to sue the defendant if he refused to indorse the bill. That 
however, did not justify the defendant in violating the order of 
court, and if proceedings had been taken or threatened by Young 
defendant ought to have applied, either that the injunction might be 
removed so as to enable him to give effect to Young's right, or else to 
have Young made a y to the action. alternative the 
defendant actually dec in the course of the hearing of the motion. 
His lordship did not, however, regard the case as one of serious contempt, 
and he thought jastice would be met if he ordered the defendant to pay 
the costs of the applicant, and leave Young to bear his own costs.— 
Counset, Hastings, QC, and Swinfen Eady; Buckley, Q.C., and Lewis 
Edmonds. Soracrrons, Satchell & Chapple ; Coburn & Young. 


| Reported by W. A. G. Woons, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Winding-up Cases. 

Re SHERINGHAM DEVELOPMENT CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
11th January. 

Company—WItnpinc vr—Two Pertrrions —PresentaTion—Paiwrity— 








Tu this case a petition was presented by a creditor to wind up compul- 
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sorily the above-mentioned company. Subsequently a second petition was 


—— The petitioner on the second petition eaid that, in fact, he did not |, p 
Ww 


of the first petition, but the court held that it must be assumed that 
the petitioner on the second petition had notice of the first petition on the 
presentation of his own petition. The question then arose what costs the 
petitioner on the second petition was entitled to. 

Vavouan Wuiu1ams, J., made an order for the compulsory winding up 
on the first petition, and on the authority of Re Building Societies Trust, 
Limited (38 W. R. 458, 41 Ch. D. 140), gave the second petitioner his 
share in the costs of creditors supporting a winding-up order, and the 
costs of his own petition up to the a of presentation, when he first had 
notice of the first petition having been presented.—CovunseL, Boome ; 
Stewart Smith ; R. B. Turton; F. Jones. Sorscrrors, W. H. Nicholls; Leg- 
gatt § Rubinstein ; Young, Jones, § Co. ; Cook, Cromer. 


{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re THE REVIEW PUBLISHING CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
llth January. 


Company—Winpinc vur—Arripavit IN surprort or Pgtitron—CompaniEs 
(Winpinc-vup) Rugs, 1890, x. 36. 

This was a petition for the compulsory winding up of the above-named 
company presented by another company which was in liquidation. The 
affidavit in support of the petition was made by the manager of the 
receiver, who was also one of the liquidators, of the petitioning company. 
The question was whether the affidavit was sufficient within rule 36 of the 
| cog gen np Rules, 1890, which provides that ‘‘ every petition 
for the winding up of any company by the court, or subject to the super- 
vision of the court, shall be verified by an affidavit referring thereto. 
Such affidavit shall be made by the petitioner, or by one of the petitioners, 
if more than one, or, in case the petition is presented by a company, by 
some director, secretary, or other principal officer thereof, and shall be 
sworn after and filed within four days after the petition is presented, and 
such affidavit shall be sufficient primd facie evidence of the statements in 
the petition.”’ 

Vaveuan Wiii1aMs, J., considered that the affidavit was sufficient, and 
made the order.—Covunsze., A. J. Chitty. Soxtcrrors, Linklaters. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Railway and Canal Commission. 


WILLESDEN AND HENDON LOCAL BOARDS AND MIDLAND 
RAILWAY C0.—2ist December. 


Ramtway Company—Fvrtuer Factuitrgs—Link NOT BELONGING TO THE 
Company — Runninc Powrrs—- Parties — Jurispicrion—RatLway AND 
Cawat Trarric Acts, 1854 ann 1888 (17 & 18 Vier. c. 31; 51 & 52 Vict. 
«. 25). 

This was an application for an order directed to the Midland Railway 
Co. requiring them to resume a service of passenger trains by a certain 
route between the junction with their main line, near Child’s Hill, and 
the South Kensington Station of the Metropolitan District Railway. The 
company objected that the lines upon the proposed route were the property 
of other railway companies besides themselves, and that such other com- 
ponies ought to have been made defendants, the Midland Railway Co. not 

ving the sole control of the lines. They also stated that they had tried 
the pro service of trains for four years, and had abandoned it 
because it did not pay the cost of working. It appeared that part of the 
line in question belonged to the South-Western Co., the Midland Co. 
having running powers over it under an agreement terminable in 
certain events by the South-Western Co; part belonged to the 
ne ger District Co., ng pares the heey: Co. 

upon an agreement confirm y Act of Parliament, but giving 
the District Co. some control over the traffic of the Midland do. It 
was contended on behalf of the Midland Co. that these running 

did not amount to a “ working’’ of the railway, and that the 
jurisdiction of the court was limited to cases within section 2 of 
the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1854, that section only referring to 
railways a edenaing to or worked by” the companies. The Queen v. The 

Midland Railway Co. (19 Q. B. D. 540), Caledonian Railway Co. v. Greenock 

and Wemyss Bay Railway Co, (L. R. 2 H. L. Sc. 347), Great Western Railway 

Co. ¥. Halesowen Railway Co. (52 L. J. Q. B. 473), The Great Western Rail- 

way Co. v. Waterford and Limerick Railway Co. (17 Ch. D. 493), and The 

Sevenoaks, Maidstone, and Tunbridge Railway Co. v. London, Chatham, and 

Dover Railway Co. (11 Ch. D. 625) were cited. For the applicants it was 

argued that, the running powers of the Midland Co. being sanc- 

tioned by Act of Parliament (which in this case enacted that ‘‘ full effect ”’ 
should be given to the agreement under which the running powers were 
exercised), there was a statutory obligation upon the company to put their 
powers into operation, and the court might order them to provide further 


facilities for passenger traffic ; or the court might at least order them to | 


run a proper service of trains on their own line; this would probably have 
desired effect, as the company would then secure the co-operation of 
the other companies in completing the through service of trains. 
Tue Covrr (W115, J., the Right Hon. Sir F. Pert, and the Right Hon. 
Viscount Connam) decided in favour of the objection raised by the com- 
y- The application was for a through service of trains from the main 
fine of the Midland Railway to South Kensington Station, though the 





applicants might be contented with something less; that was the demand 
before the court, and it was one which the court had no power to 
—_ under their eer ee. The Railway Acts from 1854 to 1888 

istinctly confined the jurisdiction of the court in such cases to 1ailways 
belonging to or worked by the companies which were brought before the 
court. Here the Midland Co. alone were before the court, and yet an 


order was asked for regulating traffic upon the lines of the South- 
Western and District companies without h what their objections might 
be. Such an order was absolutely beyond the control of the court. But 


there was a section of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888 (section 14), 
which provided for cases in which an order was sought to be made binding 
upon two or more companies, and the applicants ight have proceeded under 
that section. The present decision did not touch the merits. Whena rail- 
way company took powers to work a line both for passenger and goods traffic, 
and then declined to exercise their powers as to passengers, it would be 
difficult for them to convince the court that the running of passenger 
trains was not a “‘ reasonable facility,’’ but it might be that they could 
satisfy the court that the passenger service was unnecessary. The appli- 
cants might amend their application either by confining themselves to the 
smaller demand which they said would satisfy them, or by bringing the 
necessary parties to the present application before the court.—Covunsgt, 
Littler, Q.C., and Bartley Denniss ; Sir R. E. Webster, Q.C., Cripps, Q.C., 
and Henry Sutton. Souscrrors, Tilley § Son ; Beale § Co. 


{Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. W. Frank Blandy (Reading) in the chair. The other 
directors present were—Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Holland Burne 
(Bath), H. Morten Cotton, John Hunter, Augustus Helder (Whitehaven), 
F. H. Janson, John H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, Sidney 
Smith, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £220 was distributed in nts of relief, six new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


As the result of the Hilary Honour Examination of students of the Inns 
of Court, held at the Middle Temple on the 19th of December and the 
three following days, the Council of Legal Education have awarded to W. 
Bowstead, Middle Temple, a studentship of 100 4 geen a year, tenable for 
three years, and to the same gentleman a special prize of £50 for the best 
examination in Constitutional Law (English and Colonial) and Legal His- 
tory; to George H. B. Kenrick, Middle Temple, and to Leonard Mossop 
and John P. H. Soper, both of Lincoln’s-inn, are awarded certificates of 
honour; and to William G. Ambrose, Middle Temple ; Desai Gokalbhai 
Bapuji, Lincoln’s-inn ; Alexander C. F. Boulton, Inner Tempie; Thomas 
F. Dawkins, Lincoln’s-inn ; Hubert F. Reece, Middle Temple; Lakhmi 
Dass Sawhny, Inner Temple, and William H. Shawcross, Middle Temple, 
pass certificates. 

At the Pass Examination held at the Middle Temple, on the 19th of 
December and two following days, the council owned pass certificates to 
Shaikh Mohommed Abdul Zafar, Kitoyi Ajasa, John G. Allen, Evett G. 
Allport, George P. Bancroft, Charles D. Benham, Samuel R. C. Bosanquet, 
Henry N. G. Bushby, Francis I. Cowlishaw, Francis E. Cuming, Cyril C. 
Currey, Francis C. Garrick, Adam 8S. Hogg, Syed Khelafat Hussain, 
Henry D. Hussey, John H. Infield, William J. Isbister, Edward A. H. 
Jay, Edward 8. Johnson, Charles L. Lawrence, William H. Leese, 
Edward F. Marson, Hartley B. N. Mothersole, William A. Mount, 
Robert W. H. M. Palk, Ernest V. Parodi, George H. Pollard, Charles P. 
Radley, Richard W. Reynolds, Harold J. H. Russell, Clement I. Salaman, 
John P. Slagg, the Hon. Frederick J. N. Thesiger, Howell Thomas, 
Edward W. Wakefield, Walter R. Warren, and Harry Worthington, all 
of the Inner Temple ; 

William Addo, William F. Barrett, Edward D. Bewley, James D. 
Brown, Nanabhoy Nowrojee Burjorjee, William A. Casson, Richard P. 
Clowes, Frank H. Colam, George B. Dawson, Alfred V. Frere, Robert 
Hill, John W. Hills, Mahmoodul Huq, Charles S. Jackson, Robert 
M’Cleary, John M’Keever, Alfred V. Mason, Henry E. Nash, Charles E. 
Pinfold, Frederick Ray, Harold Sands, Tha Shway, Cuthbert Spurling, 
Edmund F. Tanner, John F. F. W. Ure, and Walter Wickham, all of the 
Middle Temple ; : 

John P. Bate, Travers Buxton, Frank H. Coller, Harry E. A. Cotton, 
William R. Finch, William G. Granet, William A. Jolly, Pandit Mul Raj, 
Duncan A. Mantz, Francis H. Oates, Arthur H. Pollen, James J. Power, 
Derwent H. R. Waldron, Edward J. L. Whitaker, Arthur R. Whitelock, 
and Roland E. L. V. Williams, all of Lincoln’s-inn ; and 

Pirthi Nath Rozdon and Tranquebar Streenivas, of Gray’s-inn. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 


Law :-— 

Sahibzada Aftab, George L. Calderon, Thomas R. F. Coales, Harry 
Collison, Herbert F. Cook, Henry R. Darley, Arthur C. Ellis, Walford 
D. Green, Thomas J. Harvey, Henry B. Irving. Norman W. Kemp, Henry 





ak 


Sr 5 ‘senor 33 adalal 








i a i eee ee ee ee 





Jan. 14, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


___ (Vol. 37.) 177 











W. Law, Harold W. Marigold, Horace Marehall, Frank H. Mowatt, 


Thomas A. n, Herbert St. G. Peacock, Henry W. Plumptre, George 
E. Roberts, Oswald R. Robinson, Richard H. Russell, cis J. T. 
rs} , Edward 8. Smith, Herbert G. Stewart, William W. Tarn, Hi 


A. , Reginald Turner, Leonard R. Wilkinson, Charles G. G. 
bebeows Basil A. H. Woodd, and Charles Philip Radford Young, of the 
Inner Temple ; 

Mohamed Wahiduddin Ahmad, Charles J. Bannerman, Colin H. Brown- 
ing, Charles T. Cox, Newton Crane, Secundus Petrus De Villiers, Philip 
B. Durnford, Martin J. Finnigan, Alfred D. Hutchinson, Malcolm R. 
Jardine, Henry Johnston, Asadali Khan, Antonius Fran Kock, Mane- 
chjee Rustomjee Mehta, Thomas H. Mills, Edward J. Naldrett, William 
Rayden, Percy W. Salter, Johannes Sauer, James M’L. Smith, Robert F’. 
Stubbing, Ha M. Thin, Ernest A. Villa, and Shaikh Mohummud 
Yehya, of the Middle Temple ; 

Arthur F. Chilver, George F. Clucas, Henry A. Colefax, Chumilal 
Bhalabhai Desai, Robert Jardine, George C. Meade-King, ‘2 Ee" C. 
Ord, Philip 8. Oswald, Kumar Shri Ranjitsinhji, William G. L. , and 
Cecil A. White, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and 

Arthur G. J. Hall, of Gray’s-inn. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—Since the last annual meeting 39 new members have been 
elected, 12 have resigned, 1 has died, and 25 have ceased to be members. 
There are therefore 447 members now on the roll, as compared with 446 
at the close of last year. Of this number 44 are barristers, 282 are 
solicitors, 11 are bar students, and 110 are articled clerks. During the 
year 24 members have passed the Final Examination, and of these 5 have 
obtained honours. 

Debates.—During the first session of the year 7 mee of the associa- 
tion were held (exclusive of the annual and special mee’ ), the average 
attendance at which was 28, und the average number of rs at 
debates 10. During the second session 6 meetings were held, the average 
attendance being 33, and the average number of speakers 11. 

Board of Legal Studies.—Dui the past year the Law Faculty in connec- 
tion with University Oollege, Liverpool, which was foreshadowed by the 
president in his address at the last annual meeting, has become an 
accomplished fact. An excellent series of lectures has been arranged, 
including a course on Real Property, by Professor Jenks ; a course on Torts, 
by A. T. Carter, Esq. ; and a course on Equity, by Professor Seaton. In 

dition to these there are courses on Law, Public Law, 
Constitutional History, Jurisprudence and other subjects required for the 
Law degrees. Weare glad to be able to state that a very satisfactory 
start has been made. Professor Jenks had an attendance of over fifty at 
his real property lectures and classes. A new and most admirable lecture 
and debating room adjoining the Law Library has very kindly been 
— by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. Professor Jenks 

a room adjoining this where students can call on him and obtain help 
and advice in their reading. We are glad to be able to report that 
the Technical Instruction Sub-Committee of the Liverpool Town Council 
have, in answer to an , by the Board of Legal Studies, 
recommended a grant of £50 for the purpose of popular lectures on 
Commercial Law. Arrangements have been made for the asec 4 of a 
course of evening lectures on the Law of Banking by Mr. James Scully. 
Your committee understand that proposals are under consideration for 
securing exemption from the university preliminary examination for any 
solicitors or clerks articled before the establishment of the Law Faculty 
who may wish to take the Law degree of Victoria University. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrzty.—Jan. 10.—Mr. H. Foden Pattinson 
in the chair. After the usual formal business Mr. Rupert Blagden moved : 
‘* That the case of Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. Schott § Co. (1892, 3 
Ch. D., p. 447) was wrongly decided.’”’- Mr. E. A. Evans opened in the 
negative. Mr. Douglas followed in the affirmative, and Mr. Simon followed 
in the negative. Mr. T. H. Bower also spoke, and Mr. Blagden replied. 
The motion was carried. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Freperick Armrtace, solicitor, 70, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has 


bangs + anes a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Armitage was admitted 
IM 1550. 


Mr. Ion Arxtys, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appomted a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Atkins was admitted in Jvly, 1886, after 
passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Wa. Ernest Apts, solicitor, 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Aldis was admitted in 
December, 1882. 

Mr. Grorcr Laycock Brown, solicitor, York, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brown was admitted in September, 1886. 

Mr. Artuur Josery. Onarxe, solicitor, Great Marlow, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clarke was admitted in 
January, 1888. 


Mr. Stpyey Carrer, solicitor, 1, Princess-street, Hanover-square, has 


been a ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Carter was admitted in 
June, 5 

Mr. Joun Epwarp Cuay, solicitor, 126, Seymour-place, - 

uare, has been appointed’a Commissioner for Oaths. te, Chay as 
admitted in May, 1886, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Epwarp Francis Day, solicitor, 37, Norfolk-street, Strand, W.C., 
has bene Sa 6 Se Mr. Day was admitted in 
August, 1885. He is assistant-examiner to the Incorporated Law Society 
for the Intermediate Examination. 

Mr. Cuartes Dawson, solicitor, Uckfield, Sussex, has been a ted a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dawson was admitted in July, 1 


Mr. Stpnzy Wiiu1ams Don, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dod was admitted in June, 1886. He is a 
notary and a commissioner for oaths in the Chancery of Lancashire. 


Mr. Antuur Epog.tt Eastwoop, M.A., solicitor, 3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C., has been a) ited a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Eastwood was 
admitted in July, 1885. 

Mr. Joun Fow sr, solicitor, Up , has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Fowler was odimitiogin Dessubee, 1884, 

Mr. Wriu1am Srepuen France, solicitor, W' , has been ted a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. France was tted in July, 1886. He ws 
clerk to the Commissioners of Income and Land Tax. 


Mr. Epwarp Ernest Ganp, solicitor, Devon . has been ——- a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gard was admitted in September, 1886. 
He is commissioner in the Stannaries Court and clerk to the Commissioners 
under the Plymouth, Devonport, and Stonehouse Carriages and Boats Act, 
1877. 


Mr. Gzornce Cuampers Garacn, solicitor, Plymouth, has been sepeteed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Geach was itted in April, 1885. 


Mr. Tuomas Hussanp G11, B.A., LL.B., solicitor, Devonport, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gill was admitted in Feb- 
ruary, 1 

Mr. Tuomas Pearse Ganpe.t, M.A. Oxon., 46, Bedford-row, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gandell was admitted in 
December, 1883. 


Mr. Artuur Geratp Hiaes, solicitor, Woodstock, has been sepals a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr, Higgs was admitted in May, 1881. 


Mr. Jounw Anzu Istz, solicitor, York, has been aygeieted a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Isle was admitted im November, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Parrick Incuam, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ingham was admitted in February, 1886. 


Mr. Frank James, solicitor, Merthyr Tydfil, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. James was admitted in November, 1884. 


Mr. Wa. Tuomas Reeve Kyarr, solicitor, 165, Seymour-place, Bryan- 
ston-square, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Knapp 
was admitted in September, 1883. He isa commissioner for the Gold Coast. 
Colony. 


Mr. Jonn Wurtaxker Litriewoon, solicitor, Wellington, Salop, has been 
appointed a Comniissioner for Oaths. Mr. Littlewood was admitted in 
April, 1884. 

Mr. Grorce Hiiton Lewis, solicitor, Ilfracombe, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lewis was admitted in December, 1887. 


Mr. James McDonatp, solicitor, Manchester, has been appomted a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. McDonald was admitted in uly, 1881, 
after the final examination with honours. He is co for 
the County Palatine of Lancaster. 


Mr. Louis Cuartes Mriuer, solicitor, Norwich, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Miller was admitted in November, 1886. 


Mr. Wau. Woovrne Netson, solicitor, Alfreton, has been ap ted a 
Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Nelson was admitted in March, 1886. He 
is clerk to the Alfreton Local Board. 


Mr. Artruur Eaves Pripuam, solicitor, 8, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pridham was 
admitted in December, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Ostier Purtrrin, solicitor, Kington, Hereford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Philpin was admitted in 
December, 1892. 

Mr. Freeman Ropes, solicitor, 3 and 4, Lime-street-square, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roper was admitted in 
December, 1890. 

Mr. Tuomas Davin Ruppock, M.A., B.C.L. Oxon, solicitor, Huddersfield, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ruddock was admitted 
in October, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Wats Rowgrts, solicitor, Ottery St. Mary, has been ap- 
a aCommissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roberts was admitted in November, 
1886, 


Mr. Wa. Epwarp Rowcutrrr, solicitor, Manchester, has been ted 
: Dect sre for Oaths. Mr. Rowecliffe was admitted in ; 


Mr, Franx Apo.r Rexprer, solicitor, 14, Mincing-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rehder was admitted in 





ovember, 1886. 
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Mr. Wau. Artuur Suarrz, solicitor, 12, New-court, Carey-street, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sharpe was admitted 
in Michaelmas, 1869. 


Mr. James Watter Syxes, solicitor, Huddersfield, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sykes was admitted in October, 1886. 


Mr. Feeperic Wa. Srencer, solicitor, Broad-street-avenue, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spencer was ad- 
mitted in July, 1886. 


Mr. Uaares Henry Sweny, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sweny was admitted in August, 1886. 


Mr. Arruvr Hout Tompson, solicitor, Sandbach, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thompson was admitted in October, 1884. 


Mr. Samvet Trompson, solicitor, Oldham, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Thompson was admitted in November, 1884, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Grorce Asupy Tyackz, solicitor, Chichester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tyacke was admitted in July, 1877. 


Mr. Isaac Wurrsep, solicitor, Peterborough, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Whitsed was admitted in August, 1886. 


Mr. Hernert A. Oxpenrsnaw, solicitor, of 6, Bell-yard, Doctors’- 
commons, London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
He was admitted in November, 1879. 


Mr. A. E. Privuam, solicitor, 8, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street, London, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DIsso.uTions. 


Ricnarp Henry Barrett and Cyaries Frepericx Dean, solicitors, 
Slough (Barrett { Dean). Dec. 31. 


Wriu1am Henry Farrrax Brooks and Frankiww Grorce Lerroy, solici- 
tors, 8, Old Jewry, London (Brooks & Lefroy). Dec. 31. William Henry 
Fairfax Brooks will continue the practice of a solicitor at 8, Old Jewry 
aforesaid. 


Henry Apert Cresswett and George Harry Gipnons, solicitors, 
Tower-chambers, Moorgate-street, London (Cresswell & Gibbons). Dee. 1. 


Sir Tuomas Martiveav, Jonn Barnam Carsiake, Freperick Sipney 
Goopwrx, and Ernest Martingav, solicitors, Birmingham (Ryland, 
Martineau, & Co.'. So far only as relates to the said Sir Thomas 
Martineau, who retires from practice as on and from the Ist inst. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 6. 


Cuartes Jonn Dormer Anprews and Frank Reoarynatp ANDREWS, 
solicitors, 2, Talbot-court, Gracechurch-street, London, and 493, New 
Cross-road, London, and 69, Ship-street, Brighton (Andrews & Andrews). 


May 2, 1892. The said Charles John Dormer Andrews retires from the 
said firm. 

Joun Batsnaw and James Hopckrnson, solicitors, Bolton (Balshaw & 
Hodgkinson). Dec. 31. 


Cuarces Henry Bootn and Watrer JonatHan ANbDREW, solicitors, 
Ashton-under-Lyne (ooth & Andrew). Dec. 29. The above-mentioned 
C. H. Booth and W. J. Andrew will contixue to practise at 113, Old- 
street, Ashton-under-Lyne, but on their separate account 


Joun Guscotrz, George Wapnam, and Cuaries James Daw, solicitors, 
19, Essex-street, Strand, London (Guscotte, Wadham, & Daw). Jan. 5. 
With regard to the said Charles James Daw. The said John Guecotte 
and George Wadham will, on and after Jan. 6, 1893, carry on the said 
business at 19, Essex-street, Strand, aforesaid. [ Gazette, Jan. 10. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that Sir Frederick Pollock was on Saturday, by 17 votes 
to 11, elected a correspondent of the Academy of Moral and Political 
Sciences, Paris, in the room of M. Carlos Calvo, now an associate. 


There has been a shuffling of the London police magistrates. Mr. A. C. 
Plowden has been moved from West London to Marylebone. Mr. Haden 
Corser has been transferred from North London to the West London 
court, and the newly-appointed magistrate, Mr. R. O. B. Lane, Q C., has 
taken the North London court. 


The Daily News says that the London County Council has, by its Open 
Spaces Bill of this year, asked Parliament to sanction a compulsory 
transfer to the council of the management and maintenance of the garden 
in Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; the expenses to be thrown on the metropolitan 
rates instead of on the special rate now levied on the inhabitants of the 
Fields ; with a view to admitting the public to the gardens. 

The Times says that Mr. Justice Hawkins, upon taking his seat on the 
bench on Wednesday, said that his attention had been directed by the 
officer of the court to the case of Morris v. London, Edinburgh, §c., Assur- 
ance Co., which was in the day’s list. As far back as November 2, 1892, 


by agreement of both parties, that action had been stayed, and yet neither | 


party had taken the trouble to inform the proper officer of the court of the 
fact. The consequence was that the case was in to-day’s list. ‘This was 
very wrong, and in striking it out he would make an order depriving each 
J of any costs which might have been incurred since November 2, 


At the Central Criminal Court on Wednesdav Mr. Justice Grantham 
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said he did not know whether there were any persons present representing 
the police-courts—he presumed not—but he wished to mention the great 
inconvenience the authorities here and the judges also were subjected to 
from the omission of magistrates to send to the governor of the gaol notice 
of the people whom they committed for trial, but who were out on bail. 
He desired to refer to the calendar in regard to a case in which the grand 
jury had thrown out the bill, but he found no reference whatever to the 
case in the calendar. He hoped that some notice would be taken of the 
matter, and that notice would be given to the governor of the gaol of what 
persons were committed for trial. 


** Zetetes’’ writes to the Times, ‘‘ In the interest of the public, as well 
as of the officials employed, I shall be glad if you will allow me to draw 
attention to the disgraceful condition of the room at Somerset House in 
which the index-books for births and marriages are kept. The room is 
probably less than 40 ft. high and has two galleries round it, and no 
window or ventilating shaft for the escape of foul air, and is lighted all 
day long by gas. In these galleries the officials have to search all day for 
references, and, I believe, often have to pause and go downstairs for fresh air. 
The atmospheric condition is what the law would not allow in a mine or a 
workshop. No one who spends half an hour in that upper gallery can 
wonder that sometimes a marri cannot be traced. A solicitor’s clerk 


| may intend to do his best; but no human being can do his best in such an 


atmosphere, and the crambling leather on the covers of the index-books 
sufficiently attests its nature. Public attention is not drawn to the matter 
because few persons go there more than once ; but the public suffers, be- 
cause the officials cannot efficiently do that for which the public pays, and 
individuals, no doubt, often suffer, in cases where properties are at stake, 
by entries being overlooked.”’ 








Notice is given of the issue of £200,000 Sheffield Corporation £3 per 
cent. Stock (authorized Sy the Sheffield Corporation Act, 1889, and in 
other respects subject to the Sheffield Corporation Act, 1883). The stock 
will be redeemable at par in 1925. The price of issue is £96 10s. per cent., 
and interest will be payable half-yearly, on the let of March and the Ist 
of September, at the Sheffield and Hallamshire Bank, Sheffield, or by their 
London agents, Messrs. Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co., 67, Lombard-street. 
Dividends will be forwarded by post when required. Interest will accrue 
from the date of payment of the money to the bankers, 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURF. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Date AppraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
spd No. 2. Curry. Noxrn. 
Monday, Jan. . Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
~sday...... Leach Rolt Carrington 
Wednesday Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Thursday .. Leach Rolt Carrington 
Friday ... ...... Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
SS ea t Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srigiine. KexkEwIcn. RomeEnr. 
Monday, Jan. .1....000.sse000ee Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Ciowes 
Feonkey... a oS Beal Ward Jackson 
Wednesday Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
SET scecscoievesses Beal Ward Jackson 
AP RERESES Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
TI sec toenisecoccasenspnnn Beal Ward Jackson 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1893. 
Aprgat Court I.—Nortces, 

N.B.—Queen’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Court I. 
on Wednesday, January 11, and afterwards on every Monday in Hilary 
Sittings. 

N_B.-Subject to Interlocutory Appeals on Mondays and Bankruptcy 
Appeals on Fridays, the New Trial Paper will probably be taken every 
day in Appeal Court I. until the List is finished, commencing on Wedues- 
day next, January 11. 

Spectra, Notice.—Queen’s Bench Final Appeals are usually taken in 
alternate weeks in Appeal Court I., but as the Chancery Apjcal List is 
very limited, Queen’s Bench —- will probably be taken in Appeal 
Court II., of which due notice will be given on the Daily Cause List. 

On Mondays and Fridays Final Appeals or New Trial Motions will only 
be taken when there are not enough Interlocutory or Bankruptcy Appeals 
for a day’s Paper. : 

N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on 
days specially appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the 
Daily Cause List. 

Appgat Covrt IT.—Norices. 

N.B.—Interlocutory Appeals from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Wednesday, January 11, and 
afterwards on every Wednesday in Hilary Sittings. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery Interlocutory Appeals on Wednesdays, 
Chancery Final Appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice. 

N.B.—When the Interlocutory Appeals are not enough fora day’s Paper 
Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Interlocutory days, : 
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Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will be 
taken in Court II. on Thursday, January 12, on Thursday, February 2, 
and on Thursday, March 2. 

Lunacy matters will be taken in Court II. on every Monday, at 11 
o’clock, until further notice. 


AprEALs ror HEARING 
(Set down to Tuesday, January 3, inclusive). 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
For Judgment. 
(Chancery Division.) 

David v Sabin app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated June 
29, 1892 (c. a. v. Nov 10—present Lords Justices Lindley, Bowen, and 
A. L. Smith) 

(Queen’s Bench Division.) 

Attorney-Gen v Smith & Cocks (Q B Revenue side) app of Informant 
from judgt of Justices Hawkins and Wills, dated June 1, 1892, as to 
probate duty (c. a. v. Dec 13—present Lords Justices Lindley, Bowen, 
and A. L. Smith) 

(Chancery Division.) 

In re Denver Hotel Co, ld, and Co’s Acts app of petnr from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated Dec 17, dismissing petition to reduce capital 
(c. a. v. Dec 19—present Lords Justices Lindley, Bowen, and A. L. 
Smith) 

For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1892. 

In re White, dec White v White app of deft Attorney-General from 
judgt of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 2, in favour of intestacy and 
against charity Nov 26 (part keard Nov 19—present Lords Justices 
Lindley, Bowen and A L Smith) 

In re H A Briggs, dec (construction of will) Markby v Oldham app of 
defts Oldham & Kent from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 18, 
1892 Dec 15 

Lock v Pearse app of pltffs from order of Mr Justice North dated 5 May, 
1892, on originating sumns di-missing application for relief from forfei- 
ture-of leasehold premises Aug3 (Security ordered October 24) 

Attorney-Gen v Wethered app of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Romer, 
dated July 26, 1892 Sept 5 (part heard Nov 17—present Lords 
Justices Lindley, Bowen and A L Smith) 

Micklethwait v Vincent app of deft from judgt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Romer dated 7 July, 1892 Oct17 (Security ordered Nov 2) 

Badeley v Consolidated Bank ld ry of Arthur a’Beckett Terrell from 
order of Mr Justice North dated 4 Nov, 1892, refusing to vary CC Cert 
made pursuant to judgt in action Nov 25 

1893. 

In re The Liberian Government Concession and Exploration Co & Co's 
Acts app of the Co from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Dec 14, 
directing name to be taken off register and allotment money repaid 
Jan 3 (judgment not perfected) 


From the County Palatine Courts ‘of Lancaster and Durham. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1891. 

Heenan v Ives app of plt from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Lancaster Palatine Court, dated Dec 21, refusing to continue interim 
injunction restraining deft from interference with execution of contract 
Dec 30 

1892. 

Pedersen & Co v Mitshel app of deft from order of the Vice-Chancellor 
of the Durham Palatine Court, dated Dec 14, affirming appointment of 
pit, A Pedersen, as receiver and manager Dec 31 


(Final List.) 

Ainsworth v Whalley (Foreclosure) Liverpool District app of plt from 
judgt of Vice Chancellor of the Lancaster Palatine Court, dated Feb 15 
and March 1, 1892 July 5 (pt hd Nov 29 S O by order till Hilary 
Sittings) 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
Final List. 
1892. 

Pontifex & Wood, ld v Hartley & Co app of plts from judgt of Mr 
ae Charles, dated June 24, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
July 15 

Allen y Woods app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated July 
22, at trial without a jury in Middlesex—If judgt not reversed plt asks 
in alternative for new trial August 12 ; 

Corn & anr trading, &c v Mathews & anr (Q B Crown Side) app of A H 
Corn & E E Corn from judgt of Justices Wright & Bruce, dated August 
8, affirming magistrate’s decision on construction of apprentice agree- 
ment under 20 & 21 Victc 43 Sept 6 

Guest v Hope app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated 
August 12, at trial without a jury at Liverpool Sept 12 


Attorney-General v Robertson (Q B Revenue Side) app of deft from 


adgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated July 22, at tridl with a 

8 jury at Manchester (new trial not asked for) Nov 5 

Ellis v Goulton & anr app of deft, R A Jackson, from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Cave, dated Oct 29, at trial with a special jury in Middlesex (new 
trial asked for) Nov 12 

Gerdes & aur v Peters & Co appof defts from findings and j of Mr 
Justice Grantbam, dated Nov 7, at trial without a jury in 
(new trial asked for) Nov 14 

McDonald v The Mayor, &c, of Workington app of pltff from judgt at 
Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Hawkins, dated Oct 31, affirming judgt of 
trial before official referee Nov 21 

O’Connor v The Star Newe Co, ]d app of plt from jadgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice, dated May 20, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
(new trial not asked for) Nov 28 

Le Lievre v Gould app of plt from a judst of Justices Wills and Collins, 
dated Oct 29, affirming judgt at before Official Referee Nov 29 

London Assce Corpn v Williams app of dft from judgt of Me Justice 
Wills, dated Nov 28, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Dec 3 

Johnson v Diprose app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Nov 22, with a common jury in Middlesex (new trial not asked for) 
Dec 6 

Jones v Copeland and anr app of plt from ju of Mr Justice Collins, 
dated Nov 11, at trial with a common jury in Middlesex (new trial not 
asked for) Dec 11 

Blackburn v Mason app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated May 
17, at trial without a jury in — Dec 24 


Dore v Hooton app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justive 
Charles, dated Dec 20, affirming judgt at trial before Official Referee 


Jan 2 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


from j 


New Trial Paper. 
1892. 
Russell v Mockford appln of deft for jndgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt Nov 16, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 


a special jury at Guildhall Nov 19 
Maynard v Jacobs ap} ge or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated Nov 9, at at yefore Mr. Justice Collins and a 
common jury in Middlesex Nov 21 : 
Shaw v Bayley appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt da ov 4, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a 


special jury at Guildhall Nov 24 

Sansom v Wyndham appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 

from verdict and j dated May 20, at trial before Mr. J 

Grantham and a special jury in Middlerex Nov 28 

The Bruce Sailiog Ship Co, 1d v The London Assurance Corporation app 
of defts for judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated Dec 

12, at trial before Mr. Justice Bruce and a special jury at West Derby 

Dec 23 

Rowntree v Spence & anr appln of dfts for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt dated Dec 15, at trial before Mr. Justice Brace 

and a special jury at Liverpool Dec 24 

Collier & others (tradiog, &c.) v Schreiber appln of defts for j 

new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated Dec 5, at t 

Mr. Justice Bruce with a jury at Manchester Dec 30 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY.) 
' For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1892. 

The Hopper Barge Newport, No. 3, and the Steam Tug Test (damage 
The alaryul of Londonderry v Bir B Samuelson & Uo, ld a 
Hopper ge) & C C Duncan (owner of Steam Tug Test) of 
Owners of Test from judgt of the President (sir Francis H Jeune) 


9 May, 1892 Nov 15 

Shi; une See The Charente Steamship Co, ld v The Owners 
of the Steamship Guildhall app of defts from Fadgt of the President 

(Sir Francis H Jeune) dated 31 Oct, 1892 Nov 19 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
Appeals (in Bankruptcy). 
1892. 


Pp 


or 
before 


In re R B Briggs ex parte Thomas Bardwell app of debtor from order 
of Mr Registrar Brougham, dated Nov 16, quite receiving order on 


petn of Messrs Nye & Morton 
In re Thomas Pollitt, ex W R Minor app of W R Minor from order 


of Justices Vaughan and Wright, dated November 8, affirm- 


ing order of county court at Manchester 
In re Jno Miller, ex Official Receiver ge Agere ye ene mary 
right, dated November 8, 
reversing order of county court at Maidstone 


order of Justices Vaughan Williams and 
In re Wm Hewett, ——* W Paddon app of S W Paddon from order 
of Mr Registrar Hope, dismissing 





judgt of Justices Wright & Collins, dated June 23, 1 
Jones, Reece & Cov Lawrence & Co (claim and counterc 


Sept 24 
im app of deft 





dated November 28, petition for 
I eee kifvod Kirt Morrison, & Mallett of Morri 
nre A 4 , ex % 
son, oe, & Mallets (crenisors) from order of Mr Registrar » 
In re Sir Alfred niyo —_ eee i of Maurice Jewell 
re » x 
from similar order as in Morrison’s case Be 








ee ee 


ae 
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FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List. 
1892. 

The Union Engineering © ld v Crighton app of pltff co from order of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice A. L. Smith, dated Dec 8, 
affirming reverral in chambers of order of district registrar granting final 
judgt Dec 23 

Banks v Hollingsworth app of defts from order of Baron Pollock and Mr. 
Justice Charles, dated Dec 23, affirming refusal of writ of certiorari for 
removal of action from the Mayor's Court to the High Court Dec 23 


FROM THE CHANCERY, PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISIONS. 
Interlocutory List. 
1892. 

In re A P Bell, dec Bell v Bell app of deft Ann Bell from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated August 10, refusing to direct receiver and 
manager to redeliver share certificates and retransfer of money into court 
August 13 (S O till Easter) 

In re A Smith, dec Hands v Andrews app of defts on question of juris- 
diction from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 19, for attach- 
ment Decl (Restored after security given) 

Divorce A M Taylor, petnr v E R Taylor, respt app of petur from order 

. of Mr Justice Gorell Barnes, dated Nov 24, staying proceedings on petn 
Dec 7 

Inre Chas Palmer,dec Palmerv Hardwick app of Ann Smith from orders 
of official referee dated Feb 22, 1892, on pltff’s sumns giving leave to 
sue railway co, and dismissing sumns of parties attending for compro- 
mise Dec13 (S O till 1 Feb by order) 

The Anglo-Sardinian Antimony Cv, ld v The Marquis de Saliceto app of 
Lewis & Ponsonby, guarantors of the plt Co, from order of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated Dec 7, for payment of certified damages Dec 15 

Lord Windsor vy Lennard app of deft R G E Wemyss from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated Dec 5, dismissing deft Wemyss’ sumns to strike 
out claim as frivolous and vexatious Dec 21 

Christopher v Lady Whitworth app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated Dec 2, striking out claim because good cause of action not 
shewn Dec 23 Hind v Lady Whitworth appof plt from similar order 
as in Christopher's case Dec 23 

Hampden & anr v The Earl of Buckinghamshire app of plts from order 
of Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 20, refusing to restrain tenant for 
life from mortgaging under Settled Land Act, 1890 Dec 23 (orders 
not perfected) 

In re Samuel Isaac, dec Cronbach v Isaac app of L Solomon & anr 
(exors of Samuel Isaac) from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 9 
(affirming chamber order) directing payment by exors of difference in 
price of Mersey railway shares Dec 28 (order not perfected) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Huary Srirrines, 1893. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Tuesday, January 3rd, inclusive.) 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as 

stated in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Actions on the following days— 
viz., Feb. 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23. In the weeks when Non- Witness 
Actions are taken, Further Considerations will be taken on Tuesdays. In 
the weeks when Witness Actions are taken, Further Considerations will not 
be taken on Tuesdays, but may be taken on Saturdays. 

Mr. Justice North will give directions as to the order in which Causes 
and Further Considerations will be taken in his lordship’s court, after the 
commencement of the Sittings, of which notice will be given on the Daily 
Cause List. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will also give directions as to the order in which 
Causes and Further Considerations will be taken in his lordship’s court 
after the commencement of the Sittings, of which notice will be given on 
the Daily Cause List. 

N.B.—The order of business in Mr. Justice Kekewich’s court will be 
taken as follows according to the days of the week ;—Monday, Sitting in 
Chambers. Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, Witness Actions, Non- 
Witness Actions (includiog Further Considerations and Points of Law), 
and Adjourned Summonses as from time to time arranged. Friday 
(except Friday, Jan. 13), Motions and Non-Witness Actions or Adjourned 
Summonses. Motions will alo be heard on the first and last days of the 
Sittiugs, Wednesday, Jan. 11th, and Wednesday, March 29th Saturday, 
Short Causes, Petitions, and Non-Witness Actions or Adjourned Sum- 
monses. Actions with Witnesses will not (except by special order) be 
taken until the other Business in the printed Cause List for the Sittings 
has been disposed of. Liverpool and Manchester Business will be taken 
as follows :—Motions on days appointed for Motions. Short Causes, 
Petitions, and Adjourned Summonses on Saturdays. Summonses in 
Chambers on Friday afternoons, Liverpool and Manchester Summonses 
being taken on alternate Fridays, commencing with Liverpool Summonses 
on Friday, January 13th. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take Witness Actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s Cause Book. 

Mr. Justice Wright (sitting as an additional Judge of the Chancery 
Division) will take 50 Chancery Witness Actions transferred to his lord- 
ship from Mr. Justice Romer’s List. 





Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 
Stirling, and Kekewich will sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
during the sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken as follows :—Mr. Justice 
Chitty, with Non-Witness Actions, except Procedure Summonses, which 
(if any) are taken every Saturday ; Mr. Justice Stirling, with Non- Witness 
Actions. Mr. Justice North on Fridays and Saturdays. Mr. Justice 
Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays, and also on other days as the judges 


may direct. 
Before Mr. Justice Currry. | 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


The Persian Investment Corpora- 
tion, ld v Prince Malcolm Khan 
act pt hd & procedure summons 
for further affidavit of documents 
& for production (to be heard with 
action, by order) 

Bending v Stokes act 

Evans v Jobns_ act 

Goodrich v Ashbee act 

Attorney-Gen v Sims act 

Edwards v Edwards act 

Riddell v Durnford act 

Gramshaw v Caldwell act 

Wilson v Dolby act 

In re Black's Policy Moneys, Black 
v Smith issue for trial with 
liberty to cross examine on affts 

J T Duce & Sons, ld v Ebbswith 
act 

Barnard v Johnson act 

In re Registered Trade-Mark, No 
37030, of Wm Powell, trading as 
Goodall, Backhouse & Co, and 
Patents, &c, Act, 1883 mot of 
The Birmingham Vinegar and 
Brewery Co, ld, to expunge 
Trade-Mark (Placed in Witness 
List for cross - examination on 
affidavits, by order) 

Dibb v Walker (1885—D—38) act 
for further hearing on C C Cert 
(set down by direction of registrar) 
Dibb v Walker (1891—D—875) 
act 

In re Kerans, dec Miesegaes v 
Kerans act & sumns 

Smith v Turnbull act & m fer j 
(1884—S—1,191) Smith v Turn- 
bull act & m for j (1884—S— 
1,200) 

In re Brownfield, dec Brownfield 
v Brownfield act 

Atkinson v Mayor, &c, of Hudders- 
field act (set down in witness 
list, by order, but not before Nov 
30) 

Evans v Bowes act 

Howell v Johnson act 

Reed v Waters act&mfj Reed 
v Blackett act 

Bruzon v English Bank of River | 
Plate, ld act Natl Bank of | 
Scotland, ld v Bruzon act 

Seward v Vivian act 

In re Schwerdt’s Patent, No 19,510 
of 1891 adj sums for revocation 
of Patent with wits, by order 

Scales v Heyhoe act 

Blumson v Flanders act 

Marshall v Evans act 

In re Hudson, dec Hudson v 
Davidson act 

Cutts v Hughes act 

In re Fenwick, dec Fenwick v 
Helpman act 

Hughes v Vigor act 

Caldicott v Brass act 

Attorney-Gen v Ystrad Gas and 
Water Co act 

Guy vGuy act 

Payen v Hawkias act 

Newbridge Rhondda Brewery Co, 
ld v Roberts act 

Powell v The Mayor, &c, of Chel- 
tenham act (set down by order) 

Soverei Life Assurance Co v 
Eardley-Wilmot act 

Singer Manufacturing Co v Spence 
act 





Wontner v wore ay A act 
Litt v Distington Iron Co, 1d act 





Paley v Russia Copper Co, ld act 
&mfj 


Shiesins¥ Skippins act 

Seyd & Co v Seyd & Co Id _ act (set 
down by order) 

Payne v Small act 

In re the Stockbrokers’ Banking 
Corpn ld & Co's Acts Expte 
J Shannon mtn to rectify share- 
holders’ register (ret down in 
witness list by order) 

Calthrop v Isaacs & Edwards act 

Waterworks, &c, Securities Corpn 
ld v Fraser act 

Pearl Life Assce, Co ld v Butten- 
thaw act 

In re Lane & Taunton’s Patent, No 
12,371, av 1886, and in re The 
Patents Designs, &c, Act (Pet to 
be heard with witns by order) 

In re David R Lewis, dec Lewis v 
Lewis adjd sumns to be treated as 
trial of act with witns by order 

Lea-Smith v Templeman act 

Thomas v David act 

Roberts v Jones act 

Nabmaschinen Fabrik Vormals 
Frister and Rossman Actien 
Gesellschaft v Singer Manufactur- 
ing Co act 

May v Smith act 

Clutterbuck v Harrison act 

Fluker v Calley act 

Benjamin v The African Estates 
Agency ld act 

Paget v Bent act 

Garrard v Smith act 

Harrison v Dickron act 

Heales v Manners act 

Dortmund Breweries Cold v General 
Commercial Trust ld ac’ 

In re Galloway, dec Galloway v 
Calloway 

Miller v Prevost act 

Hall v Baynes act 

Rouch v Newman act (set down 
without pleadings by order) 

Ward v Ponard act 

In re Caithness, dec Macgregor v 
Ross act 


Elias v Elias act 

Setterwall & Co v Dorman, Brown 
3 act 

Miller v Harvey act &mfj 

Tnompson v Blewitt act &m f j 

In re Chandler, dec Cooper v Cul- 
verwell act 

Escombe v Wemyss act 

Cheesman v Nance act 

Union Contract Co, ld v Whitfield 
act 

Swinscow v London Tramways Co 
act 

Malcolm v Paul act 


Before Mr. Justice Noxrru. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
The South Australian Mining Asscc 
v King act restored 

Bentinck v London Joint Sock 
Bank ld act restored part 
heard 

Draper v Clench Clench v Draper 
acts consolidated 

Coxon v Schofield act 

Turnock v Sartoris act restored 

Tindall v Castle act 

Bilantine v Holmes act restored 

In re Frewen Hall v'Frewen act 

Lacon v Sadd act & mf j 

Eyre v Rodgers act 

Smith v Davis act 

In re Webster Webster v Webster 
act and m f j 
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Hasluck v Clayton act 

Hasluck v Tress act 

Hasluck v Henderson act 

Vipont v Butler act 

Roper v Foord act 

Boucher v Wilkinson interpleader 


issue 

Smale v Bullock act 

Pillars v Somerset Hotel Co, ld act 

Farmer v Stephenson act & motn 
for judgt 

W agstaff v Ownsworth act 

Simpson v Hutchins act & motn 
for judgt 

Lefevre v Tucker act 

Barnes v Bridgman & Bond act 

Cooke v Boddam act 

Harris v Harris act 

Quirk v Workington Hematite Iron 
&c., Co., ld. act 

Heald v Incandescent Gas Light Co. 
ld act 

Wingrove v Grant act 

Wright v Jackson act 

In re Ponting’s Patent, No. 5901 of 
1890 petn to come on with act 

In re Godfrey. Godfrey v Taylor 


act 

Biddulph v Billiter Street Offices Co, 
ld act&mfj (short) 

Booth v Midland Ry Co act 

Marsden v Hopper act 

Longton, &c, Building Soc v Mar- 
fleet act & mfj 

Skinner v Jarman act 

National Guardian Assce Co, ld v 
Coburn act (short) 

Farnham Brewery Co, ld v Hunt & 
Co act 

Booth v Rushworth act 

Westow v Munday act 

Drake v Mason act 

Webster v Webster act 

Hill v Nichols act 

Before Mr. Justice Srrx.ine. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

In re J Davis Joseph v Davis act 
(to come on with another action 
when set down) 

Cathcart v Cathcart act restored 
(not to come on until pleadings 
complete) 

Inre Davidson Davidson v Murphy 
act (Deft dead) 

London & South-Western Bank v 
Michels act & m f j 

Bradley v Humphrey act (first 
day of witness actions by order) 

Tremville v Christie 

Matabeleland Co, 1d v British South 
Africa Co, ld act 

Elliot v Wilts and Dorset Banking 
Co, ld act pt hd 

Miers v Kempthorne act (not 
until after Jan 31) 

Kempthorne v Miers Kempthorne 
v Miers act & mf j 

Reeder vy Walker act 

Cox v Stephenson act 

Browne v Morse-Boycott act & 
m f j 

Renner v Tolley act 

Henton v Paddison act 

Canadian Direct Meat Co v Isaacs 
act 

Lescher v North act 

Eccles] Commrs for England v 
Turner act 

Bainbridge v Oxley act 

British North American Cameron 
Investment Co ld v_ Fréehold 
Land & Investment Cold act & 
m f j 

Suren, Hartman & Co v W T Hen- 
ley’s, & Cold act 

in re Cook Hamerton v Jones 


act 
Leyborne-Popham v Browne act 
Langham v Pearce-Jones act 
Langham v Lawrence act 
Langham v Cochrane act 
Hemings v Hemings act 
Inre Fox Fox v Fox 





Kendall v Emmett act (not before 
Easter) 

Minett v Piddocke act 

Grice v Lote act 

Boyd v Lote act 

Inre Edgecumbe Sydes v Richard- 
son act 

Northen v Gordon act 

Reid v Cook act (not before Feb 10 

In re Liddle idle v Ward act 

Burton v West act 

Smith v Mansfield act 

Harris v Walker act 

Bridges v Sanford act & mf j 

Lord Jersey v Gt Western Ry Co, 
1891—J—578 act 

Lord Jersey v Gt Western Ry Co, 
1892—J—485 act 

Universal Stock Exchange, ld, v 
Smith act 

Dean v Mayor, &c, of Blackpool 

In re Moses Moses v Moses act 

Williams v Swindell 

In re Jones Jennings v Jones act 

Segoe v Gibbons act 

In re Cronin ‘Taylor v Cronin act 
weet Lord v Beaumont act & 


Holdsworth v Eylert act 

Kitson v Townsend act 

Brecon & Merthyr Ry Co v Powell 
Duffryn Steam, &, Co, 1d act 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses) 
National Telephone Co, ld v Baker 
act part heard 12 Jan 

Paine & Co v Daniel & Sons’ 
Breweries, 1d act App to be 
made Ist day of sittings 

Dixon v Franklin act 

Palmer v Storey act 

Salmon v Hammond act 

In re Dexter’s Trade-Mark and 
Patents, &c, Acts motn 

In re Wills’s Trade-Mark & Patents, 
&c, Acts motn 

Managers of the Metropolitan 
Asylums District v Vestry of Ful- 
ham act (8S O until another act 
tried 


Bell v Bell act 

Hope v Clark act 

Wotton v Millman act 

In re James Barclay v Lucas act 

In re Moakes Marshall v Burrows 
act 

Bonner v Bonner (question for trial 
on parol Evidence, without plead- 
ings, &c by order, 6.5.92) 

Walker v Rhodes act & mf j 


Miln v_ London Co-operative 
Supply Stores, ld act 
James v Ochs act 


Armytage v Farrars, ld 

Way v Goddard act 

Zeftert v Baring act 

Boyd v Mathers act 

Harwood v Vestry of Parish of 
Fulham act 

Carter v Hailstone ae 

Capron v Burgess 

Northern Stone & Marble Co, ld v 
Hall act&mfj 

Myers v Hockley act 

Sprague v Hilden act 

Smith v Davies act 

Inre Dutton Mercer v Dutton act 

In re Corsellis Attwood v Corsellis 
act 

Berkeley v Knight act 

In re Lance Sharpe v Rebbek claim 
of Bangor & Chanit 

British and Colonial Finance Corpn 
ldv Hodgson, Kirkby & Cold m 
fj (Witness list by order) 

Jones v Davies act 

In re The Stockbrokers’ Banking 
Corpn, id & Co’s Acts motion 
(entered in Witness List by order) 

Cooper v Simson act 

Sauchez & Co v De Murrietta act 
Receiving order against defts 

Jones v Jones act 





In re Somerset Somerset v Poulett 
act 

Laurence v Adams act 

Thomas v Ystradyfodwg & Ponty- 
pridd, &c, Board act & third 
party notice 

Fletcher v Bayly act & third party 
notice 

Attorney-Gen v Tanner act 

Dickin v Neave act 

Neath & Brecon Ry Co v Neath Dist 
Highway Board act 

Hill v W y Local Bd act 

— Jones v White Lead Co ld 


Shackleford v Same Co 
In re Stockbrokers’ Aga Corpn ld 
& Co’s Acts motn 


Lowenthal v Heald act & third | 


party notice 

Doughty v Doughty act 

Downs v Downs act 

Girdlestone v Taylor act 

Baring v Lord Revelstoke act 

Rutter v Harris act 

Spencer v Bailey act 

In re Harvey Trott v Harvey act | 

In re Hill etd Hill act 

Midgley v Midgley act 

In re Halli Le po wis v Ralli act 

Cheese Pa v Paterson 

G. Richardson v Dietz Davis & Co 
(motion to be treated as trial of 
action) 

Union Loan, &c, Co, ld v Pritchard 


act 

Parry v Minett Minett v Matthews 
act & mf j 

Lister v Lister mf j 


Garrett v Hart v Garrett 
act 

Topp v Thompson 

Power v Australian Broken Hill 


Consols, ld _ act 

Lancaster v Lancaster act 

Ford v Longcroft act 

Nathan v Phillips mot 

Firminger v Hayman act 

Lace v Birrell act 

Turner v Pett act 

McRobert v Ilfracombe Local Board 
act 

Gater v Millikin act 


Companies (winding up). 
Before Mr Justice VauGHan 
WILLtAMs. 


(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
Chancery | ee ) 


Moti 
In re West Cumberland Iron & 
Steel Co, ld 
In re same Co 
6 ws v Joseph Bull, Sons, & Co, 
C 


Petitions. 

In re Joseph Bull, Sons, & Co, ld 
(petn of M T Shaw & Co) 

In re Steriline ld (petition of J 
Battams & anr) 

In re Civil Service Brewery Co, ld 

« (petn of London Share and De- 
benture Co, ld 


In re os Beg ee Permanent 
Benefit Building ety (petn of 
D Jenkins and ors) pe 


In re Mutual Commercial and Build- 

wa * (petn of J W 
Nort 

In re Brighton Eiffel Tower and 
Winter Gardens, ld (petition of 
C W Grimwade and othe: 7) 

In re Solidified Petroleum (Pioneer) 
Corporation, ld (petition of J H 

. eyo Co, 

n re tT Hasign i oad ld (pe- 
tition of Pe 

In re Waterproof Materials Co, ld 


(petition of M C fiir we & Co 

In re ee as and Garden Man. 
sions, ld tion of G G Symons 

In re Edg a Brewery Co, 1 


oe of Caitley, Gridley, & 


Before Mr. Justice Romgr. 
Remaining causes for trial with 
witnesses transferred by order 
dated 12th May, 1892. 
Isaacs v Isaacs actn restd 
| Swansea Hematite Iron Co 1d v Man- 
; nesman Tube Co act 
Bentinck v Union Discount Co of 
London, ld act not before March 1 
Watkinson & Sons ld v London & 
South Wales Coal Cold act (Jan 


13) 

White v Pottow act (Jan 14) 
Transferred by order Nov 21,, 
1892 
Niemann v Niemann act (deft dead) 
Bradford Old Bank, ld v Clapham 


Oppenheimer act 
NM eayere river v Ede act: 
Ede v Shuff Driver v Ede act 
aS ae OF mage aise C © Cert. 


pean A v Whitehead act 
| In re Pattinson dec Pattinson v 
Rigg act 
| | Selby v Bothamley act 
Britain ld v Lond — Edinburghe 
v on, E 
& Glasgow Assurance’Uo ld act 
Gabriel_v Bertram act 
| Golding. v Tarleton act 
Dalley v Hole act 
In re Roper, dec Roper v Roper 
act 
Smith v Monro act 
{In re Millar, dec Millar v Millar 
act 


Ecclesiastical Commissioners for 





In re Jones, dec “Pritchard v Emett 
act 


Atkins v Smith act 
—-— v Bradshaw action and 


es issue by dfts 
s, re we Beg a Wickham v 
Tomkin act 


Before Mr. Justice Waricur. 
~~ an additional Judge of 
Chancery Division.) 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
(Transferred from Mr Justice Romer 
by order dated Dec 22, 1892). 
Hunt v Parry In re 
Hunt v Parry act (restored) 
Attorney-General v Fareham Guar- 
Saal Galera 
yy 01 2 y o 
In re re 
soon Go, ld & Cored Aes: aaah mot 
with wits by order 
London Trust Co, ld v Mackenzie 
act (Jan 16 
Forrest v Walker act 
Anderson v raat act 
erson V baston Brewery Co, 
ld (Easter, 
in v r Storiline ld. act 
Mantell v Mantel! act & third party 


notice 
So ph ane onl ee 
v act (Jan 16) 
v Christian act 


Avard vy Avard act 
_—— * Union Bank of Manches- 


York City & ~ toed Banking Co v 
Pearson act 





(To be continued.) 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Hivary Sirrines, 1893. 
Spectat Paver. 

For Argument. 

Set down 14th November, 1892, due 19th November, 1892 Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Co Chamber Colliery Co, 1d v Co of Proprietors of the Roch- 
dale Canal Points of law 

Set down 30th November, 1892, due 6th December, 1892 Peterson Carr 
v Fowle Special casc 

Set down 13th December, 1892, due 20th December, 1892 
Capron Muirhead v Commercial Cable Co Points of law 

Set down 22nd December, 1892, due 11th January, 1893 Steadman & Co 
Cobb v Gt Western Ry Co Points of law 

Set down 29th December, 1892, due 11th January, 1893 Thames & Mereey 
Marine Insce Co, ld, v Pitts, Son, & King Special case 


Trinders & 


Opposep Morttons. 
For Argument. 

Blake v Prior part heard April 13, 1892, before Lord Justice A L Smith 
and Mr Justice Wright (S O for discovery on both sides) 

In re Wild & Wild, solrs Expte Wild & anr part heard June 15, 1892, 
before Mr Justice Cave and Mr Justice Lawrance 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc part heard October 25, 
1882, before the Lord Chief Justice of England and Mr Justice Wills 

Delamere & anr v The Salt Union ld part heard before Mr Justice 
Mathew and Mr Justice Bruce, October 28, 1892 (to be heard before Mr 
Justice Bruce alone) 

In re 8 S Seal, a Solicitor, &c (taxation) Expte Seal part heard before 
the Lord Chief Justice of England and Lord Justice A L Smith, 
December 1, 1892 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc (S O for further report) 

Attorney-Gen, at the relation of the Local Board of Health for the District 
of Wallasey & anr v Logan & ors (S O till after trial of issue) 

Dalley v Hole (S O February 1) 

Baldwin v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co 

Brims v Palmer & anr (8S O January 16) 

Darlington Forge Co ld v La Sociedad Anonima de los Astilleros de 
Nervion & ors (S O January 16) 

In re R G Thompson, gent one, &c (taxation) Expte Baylia, referred to 
District Registrar to report 

Weall & aur v James & anr 

Walker v Pierson 

Verger v McIlwraith & anr (stayed for security) 

Whitworth & anr v Duncan & anr 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Sov 

Levue v Goodwin & ors 

Calvert & Co v Parkes 

Thorp v Smith 

In re an Arbtn between Keuworthy & anr and The Queen’s Insve Co 

Cave v Arnold & ors 

Robinson v Caldwell 

Percy & anr v Isaac 

Dawson v Phipps 

In re Two Solicitors LExpte Incorporated Law Soc 

In rea Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Sov 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

Tweed & ors v Goldring & ors 

In re the Arbtn Act, 1889, & In re Donkin & the Company of Proprietors 
of the Canal Navigation ‘from Leeds and Liverpool 

Wilson, Sons, & Co, ld v Killick & ors 

Cunningham v Margetts 

Lillie v Walter 

Bradley v Chamberlyn 

Holmes v Millage 

Pearson v Verity 

Chapman v The Petroleum Gas Plant Co 

Same v Same 

Cottrill v Pearson 

Town & County Building Soc v Drysdale 

Smith & anr v Benskin & Co 

Allen v Savigear 

Musson v Sampson 

In re a Solr Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

InreaSolr Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

In reaSolr Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

Hare v Elms 

Pollock v Sharpe 

Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 

Lancashire Freer v Murray & ors Quarter Sessions Respondent’s nisi 
to quash (c a v 28 April—coram Pollock, B, and V Williams, J) 

london Stanton v Scrutton, Sons, & Co County Court Dfts’ app 
c a v Nov 2, 1892, coram Bruce, J, and Kennedy, J) 

De uties, &c, of Freemen’s Widows v Lewitt Magistrate’s 
case (c a v Nov 10, 1892, coram Pollock, B, and Hawkins, J) 
ne The Queen v Sir Charles R Price, & ors, Jj’s, &c. and the Vestry 
Parish of Richmond and the Churchwardens and Overseers of the 
_ said Parish (ex te Coles) Nisi to hear rating appeal (c a v Nov 11, 
1892, coram Pollock, B, and Hawkins, J) 





For Argument. 

Dorsetshire, Blandford Farquharson v Morgan County Court Applt’s 
app (pt ‘hd, Wright, J, and Collins, J, June 20) 

Dorsetshire, Blandford Farquharson v ‘Morg an County court special 
—_ (Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883) pt Phd, Wright, J, and Collius, 
J, June 20 

Essex Bradle ey & anr v Rose Magistrate’scase re-stated—S O till Law- 
rance, J, and Wright, J, sit together 

Essex The Queen v Buxton, Esq & ors, Jj, &c (expte Bradley) Nisi 
for certiorari for conviction (to come on with No 3) 

(To be continued.) 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Coorer.—Jan. 7, at No. 14, Ickburgh-road, Upper Clapton, the wife of William Cooper, 


solicitor, of a son. 
Green.—Jan 5, at No. 72, Sens Paquetes, W., the wife of J. Samuel 
Green, M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.), ondon), -at-law, of a daughter. 


Joes.—Jan. 10, at Cliff House, ‘ae hay “the wife of Henry Robert Jones, 


tolicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
Many—Nisierr.—Jan 9, at St. Peter’s Church, Hampstead, Frederick William Mann 
, barrister-at-law, of 63, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, to Ellen, eldest daughter of Frederic 

Niblett, of Longthorpe, Cri Crickl 

Moxe— STEPHEN. —Jan. 3, at Bt. Jude's, South Kensington, George Edward Moke, 
barrister-at-law, to Beatrice, daughter of the late Dr. Stephen and of Mrs. Stephen, of 
15, Hogarth-road, South Kensington. 

DEATHS. 

Reiv.—Jan. 6, at Brighton, William Reid, eer, of 7, Stanhope-terrace, Hyde-park, 
and 2, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, 

Tuompson.—Jan. 6 Predonek Thompson, slicer, of 76, Gloucester-terrace, Hyde-park, 

and 3, , Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, aged 69 








Waning ro renpina House Purcuasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 

Revnede dead av tilati co. next th Seteosbenias! fine Vitoria-st 
en’ ion e M Office, Vi 

Westminster ( Estab ers, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[{Apvr.] * 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, Jan. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liurrep in Cuancery. 

Brewery Assets CogPoration, lo- tors are required, on or before March 6, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
George Painter, 19, Coleman st. Nash r Co, Queen st, Cheapside, solors for liquida‘or 

Coams —y Synpicate, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their 

and and the iculars of eir debts or claims, to Richard Henry 
March, the Exchange, Bute , Cardiff 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Cuistenurst Unirep Bexerir Society, Bull’s Head Hotel, Chislehurst, Kent. Jan 3 
London Gazette.—Tusrspay, Jan. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwrep 1y CHANCERY. 

Ecurse Execraic’ Licutixe Syxvicate, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 3 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Richard Wood, 8, Finsbury circus 

Fin Trees we yacrurinG Co, Liarrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Feb 21, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Proctor, Grimshaw st, Burnley W: , Burnley, solor for liquidator 

Unirep Kixepomu MERCANTILE AND IspusraiaL ACCIDENT Association, Limirep— 
Creditors are required, on or before wens 31, to send their names and , and the 

iculars of - eir debts or ous, 8 Joseph by 8 a pew Arcade chmbrs, 
ration st, Birmingham. ow, Birmingham, liquidator’s solor 

U TNIVERSAL syemeno ApbvxeTiser Co, "Limrrep—Creditors ai re required, on or before Feb 

to send their names and addresses, and the pastieuians. of their debts or claims, to 
Nee PS wwoode, 32, Craven st, ar on A Cross, solor for Lo yay 

Was ry rH Granv Hore. Co, Lintep—Creditors on or before Feb 18, to 

their names and and the wp ay ah eon to Zillwood 


Milledge, 74, St Thomas st, Weymouth 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 27. 

Howanrp, Aaron, Cheetham, Manchester, Jan 24. Byrne v Goodwin, Registrar, Man- 
chester. Bates, Manchester 

London Gazette.—Tursvay, Jan. 3. 

McCormick, Neat, Liverpool. Jan 30. Ruddin v Jones, Registrar, Liverpool. James, 
Lord st, Liverpool 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
G Sg Jan. 

Baker, Anyiz, Sparkbrook, Birmingham Jan21 RM Wood & Co, Birmingham 
Baxvock, Resecca, Sidcup, Kent Feb10 Pattison & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Bennerr, Geonce, Ashford, Kent, Engineer Feb10 Norwood, Ashford 
Braipiey, Joseru, Croydon, Surrey, Gent Feb15 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
Browse, Georce Henry, Greenwich, Gent Jan31 Smith & Batchelor, Greenwich 
Bunrinc, Anruur, Fenstanton, Hunts, Builder Feb 28 Cranfield & Butler, St Ives 
Burcess, Witi14m, Plympton rd, Brondesbury, Gent Feb14 Burton, Blackfriars rd 
Burys, Joun, Lancaster, Farm Servant ¥eb8 Poultney, Ulverston 
Butier, Gzorcs, Kennett, Avebury, Wilts, Brewer Jan 30 Dixon, Pewsey 
Canrt, Onavaaans Roserro, Via Farini, Florence, Italy Feb 1 Ingle & Co, Thread- 


nD le st 
Cooma Freveuick, Clanricarde grdns, Kensington Feb 15 Ranken & Co, South sq, 
y’s inn ; 
Daue, Mavevetne Ansa, Sherborne, Dorset Feb 10 Pattison & Co, Queen Victoria st 
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Davies, Tomas, Buthin, co Denbigh, retired Farmer Jan 31 Humphreys, Ruthin 
Foun, Eu1as, Newton Abbot, Devon, retired Bank Manager Feb 14 Francis & Oo, 


Newton Abbot 


Fuver, Jemima Cores, College vis, Hampstead Jan 16 W Theobald, 23, St Swithin’s lane 

GuaisteR, Resecca, Cockermouth, Cumbrid Feb 6 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Haig, Gasca B. Barucn, Gloucester st, Pimlico, Artist Feb1 Hopgoods & Dowson, 

Hawes, Jony, Biymouth, Gent Feb8 G Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

Hawkins, Gzorcr, Northampton rd, Clerkenwell, Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Glasier, 
Essex st, Strand 

Jacxsoy, Ruts, Rainhill, Lancs Feb14 Ansdell & Eccles, 8t Helens 

Lenomas, Raueee Pears, Haltwhistle, Northumbrid, Gent Jan 14 Blackburn & Main, 

e 

Morencap, Georaiaya Ayn, Otto House, Hammersmith Feb7 Gosling & Co, Suffolk 
place, Pall Mall East 

Morrtox, Ortvia, Worksop, Notts Feb3 J S&C A Whall, Worksop 

Prant, James Witsoy, Neasden March1 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechurch st 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 6, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bauey, Harry Davip Cuivery, Fundenhall 
late House Agent Norwich Pet Jan 4 ‘Ori Jan 
aanee, Hepes itton. ores, Proprietor 

erminster Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Bickertox, Epxuv 8. “Barforth rd, Peckham rye, Stock 

Dealer High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 8 

Bosusr, WiLL1AM Gzorce, late of Leeds, Teacher of Danc- 
ing Leeds Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 81 

Cayt, Evans, Brockley, Kent, A Traveller 
Se wha Bt Ord Dee 30 

CARTWRIGHT, JOSEPH, unger, Alrewas, nr Lichfield, 
Miller alsall Pet Dec 80° C Grd Dee 30 

Caamnnnaaas Ricuarp, Petworth, Sussex, Builder Brigh- 

ton Pet Jan _—_— anil, e 

Cueverton, Joux, Burgess ussex, Dairyman Brigh- 
ton PetJan3 Ord Jan3 

Coug, ae, Stroud, Glos, Potato Dealer Gloucester 
Pet Dec3 Ord Jan 2 

Dowxer, Grorce Reaper, Stourmouth, or Wi 
Kent, Farmer Canterbury Pet Jan 3 ‘Ord Jans 

Durspes, —y pee Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet Jan? 

rd Jan 2 


Pong, us, Jone, Da pours, Cambs, Butcher Cambridge Pet 


eerie | Anedy Tuomas Mawytiex, Newport, 
Fruiterer Newport,Mon Pet Jan3 Ord Jan8 

Banam, Henry, Honiton, Baker Exeter Pet Jan4 Ord 

an 4 

James, Eomuyp Joyes, Pou Mon, Gent New- 
port,Mon Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 

Jounson, Wii.1amM, the younger, Newcastle on Tyne, late 
Sp enna Neweastle on Tyne Pet Dec 10 

an 

Lovatt, Henry, Longton, Staffs, Potter’s Gilder Longton 
Pet Jan4 Ord Ji 

Marks, Tuomas Gonnon, Binfield Heath, nr Henley on 
Thames, Farmer Reading Pet Dec 81 Ord Dec 31 

Mason, W1i114M, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler 

head Pet Dec 2 21 Ord Jan3 

Mi.uis, Heasert James, Ci ster, Watchmaker Swin- 
don PetJan3 Ord Jan3 

Mose, 4 James, Wells, Carpenter Wells Pet Jan 2 Ord 

Panes, Cuansns, Seaforth, Lancs, Fellmonger Liverpool 

8 

Parry, Samuet Septimus, Seaforth, Lancs, Book Keeper 
Liverpool Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Parstey, WILLIAM poms Rew, Bristol, Hatter Bristol 

pare Jan Ord je 2 
Int, JAMES jun), ee st, Devizes, Boot Maker 
Bath Pet 


RamspeEy, ots Hollingsworth Lake, Littlebo: nr 
~ py Licensed Victualler Oldham Pet Jan 2 


Ord Jan 
Rua, Honan, Burnley, Tailor Burnley PetJan3 Ord 
an 
Rengnes, , Agoars, Sas jun, Halifax, Engineer Halifax Pet 


Bay.isi 
Kid 





seme Grorce Poxsoxos, Crayen Arms, Salop, Corn 
Merchant Leominster oy Me Ord Jan 2 
eo = Yuse © Nottingham, ‘Baber Nottingham 


Sweviinc, CLEMENT, Brighton, Fancy Dealer Brighton 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 


Srapsins, | fh. cai in Mare, late 
ouse biligweten ‘et Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Tayitor, Epwarp, Waterloo, nr a a 
ewcastle on Tyne Jan 4 


Jan4 
Tresitian, Cecrn i Pasoen, Bristol, Musician Bristol Pet 
Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 


Wi.ains, Jony, iow Tredegar, Mon, Earthenware Haw- 
ker egar Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 
Waa, somn, Swansea, Butcher Swansea Pet Jan 4 
an 


The Sieving. amended notice is eeteeinted oe for that 
publi in the London Gazette Dec. 
Livesey Everarp Wi The 
= inguve, Bas ve, Steger. 


8 Ord Dec 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asrtxaut, Hexay Ketsaut, Birkenhead, Gent Jan 17 at 
23) Of 35, Victoria st, Liv 
Bare, Georcr Wesrerx, and Jervazy Roszat Bows, 
Merthyr Tydfil, Sugar Jan 13 at 3 Off Reo, 


yr 
Becks, Wiru1aM Henry, and Hersert Bownam, Ketter- 
Shoe Manufacturers County Court 


bigs i Jan 17 at 11 















CaRTWRIGHT. Somme, the younger, Alrewas, nr Lichfield, 
Mille: Wi 


r Jan li 
Coxe, WiLuiaM 
Victualler 


Coveman, Atrrep Joun, 
Dealer Jan 


Diumock, Winu1 


*Onant. ie 
Tan 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
13 at 2.30 
Wells 


alsall 
Kent, Licensed 


elena ge ag met 


Pleasant, bridge 
Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
saerzaeh iis” Gout boca Laon 


Furniss, Joux, Bourn, Cambs, 
Cury, Cambridge 
Tomas, Market 


Haut, J. Anns » x 


Butcher Jan 17 at 12 Off 


Seller Jan 16 at 11 


, 31, row 
Hannis, Hexny, Honiton, Baker Jan 18 at 11 Off Rec, 
Iv1s, ‘donor, La Bucks, Farmer Feb 7 at 11.15 
J. Cu bt, St Catharine's ¥. Brading, I W. 
cons, CHA . 
a Builder Jan 23 at 12.30 vaplane Newport, 
a aR A.ruoyss, Stork’s rd, Bermondsey, Purse 
Manufacturer Jan 17 at 12 Bankruptey Garey st 
Leask, Acozanene ee toa P mom g cm] Jan 17 


at 2.30 
Larzot, 5 err 


vg ES Jan 13 at 11.30 


Osnorn n lsnaz Anda A Bethe il late Innkeeper Jan 


Pact, Gri Gronon, Hi Hsia Crowe. Cheshire, Grocer 
Paneee, y tg sm, Kent, Tobacconist Jan 16 at 
11.30 24, Railway 

PARKER, Bhan 4 East wich, Provision 
Merchant Jan 18 at 1 oe ele’ Carey st 

Parsons, Jonx, nar Tun! Wi Dairyman 
Jan 16 at 12.30 orgy OS 

Perens, Joseph Waren, Ewell, . Artist in 
Stained, Glass Jan 18 at 2.30 

Ross , jun, Jan 17 at 11 
Off Ree, Townhall chmbra, 

Rows, Gzorcs A.rrep, Herne io Roe Kent, late Fiydriver 

. wenuoass Cor tars Canterbury ; 

miTH, THOMAS & Ione Barer, 8 Grocer Jan 
12 Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 


Syminoton, P meg ARTHUR ee amy and Roserst Em- 
muetT Coc Box Makers 


Tver, James, 

12.30 Off 

Wess, Hexry, 
1, &t 


Witxrxson, James Eowarp 
— Grocer Jan 13 at 


Ree, 22, Park row, 
toa > ps paren 
13 at 3.30 dame aan Ge 
J. Qf Res, 35, Joh 
See Malate Jan 14 at 3.30 


Jan ®Watll Off 
Jan 13 at 


Dur- 
re ah ee 


Mansfield, Notts, Timber Leader Jan 
walk, Nottingham 


bia rae 
er oe ben St Peter’s Church 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Armor, Ly 


Dec 29 Ord Jan 


Aspry. Hewry Kevsaut, 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan? 


Bones, ® Harry Davin Curery, 
a 


Bates Highway, Poulterer 
Gent Birkenhead 
Norfolk, late 


Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Asrsury, ter, St 


Bax Aureos Pet Dec 3 Ord Jan? 
“auonas, Brourpors, Mitton, Worcs 7 a 
w'piletor "Kidderminster tee Same 


Bizaxtsy, Epwim Faranxwix, Aurrep B 
Burnley, Cotton Spinners Burnley Pet Dec 7 Ord 
Decienk Gnanas, Bundey, Grow Burnley Pet Dee 31 
Bu Cod dun Wi Chimney Sweeper Winchester 
up Sraram ‘Ord Jan 4 
Cant, Byana, Rees, Commercial Traveller 
30 
Cantwricat, Jossrn, "hate nr Lichfield, Miller 
Pet Dec i Jan 4 
, Ricwarp, | Sussex, Builder 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 





CuEvertor, wy 13 Ord Jan 8 Sussex, Dairyman 


Fiaxr, Bromish Pet De 


Fuswiss, J 





Janz 


an 3 
eaetiate Saas West 





Perstox, Aanow Nec, Broadhempston, Devon, Gent Jan 30 Francis & Co, Newton 


Paxrrmay, Cuances, Farquhar rd, Upper Norwood, Gent Jan 30 Block, Ipswich 
Quiti1am, Jou, Hightown, Manchester, Hommopathic Chemist Feb 8 Storer & Co, 


Rarc.ivy, Raven, Harlington, Brick Manufacturer Feb 20 Mellows, Fenchurch bldgs 
Rys, Eomunp Gross, Newcastle on Tyne, Watchmaker Jan 31 Birkett & Ridley 


Srevensoy, James, Sale, co Chester, retired Carrier Jan 31 Phythian & Bland, Man- 


Srvpp, Daxter, Myland, Colchester, Farmer Jan 30 Prior, Colchester 
Tuorsurx, Many, Fallowfield, nr Manchester Jan 31 Walley, Manchester 
Watuestey, Caantes Henny, Windham Club, St James sq, Esq Feb 14 Woodoock & 


Wives, Buia neist, Kemp Town, Brighton Feb9 Brown & Woolnough, Lincoln’s 

Wi.u1ams, Davrp, Beaumaris, Anglesey, retired Collector of Customs Feb 2 Gilynne & 

Wixstox, Witu1am Bowes, Oxford grdns, North Kensington Jan 31 Oldman & Co, Old 
Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane 


Co te TERE tat et "Oat 
“inet Petian's Onan) 
AgTnus sous, 


Gousmunen, —— 


Gaver, WILLIAM 
and J 


. ox eee + Saat 8 


Manges, Hespr, Mesiton, Reker Pet Dec? Ord 
Renae Wun Tew, late ; oye Solicitor 
june 24 Ord Sept 2 

Grocer Stourbridge 


Laverees : — Halesowen, Worcs, 
Pet Novi Ord Dee 1 
Lover, Mean A pmearpeageay Longton 
Fos fon Binfield Heath, nr Henley on 
" me te S Ord Dec 31 
He . 
“et a 





Pangx, Calan Lanes, Fellmonger Liverpool 
Sepriuvus, 
Pot Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 
ee gn a 
Engineer Halifax Pet 
Rovers gore, 3 jun, Halifax, 
Eru Salford Pet 
Dec 17 Ord Jan3 


Ord Jan 8 
Parry, SamuEL Seaforth, Lancs, Book Keeper 
R. as Tian, Devizes, Wilts, Boot Maker 
seh Pet Jan oy hy a 
PHOMAS, 
ey Licensed 
Ruuay, Hovear, Baraley, Tailor Burnley PetJan3 Ord 
Rosinson, Bichagp EE late of Wakefield, Horse 
Dealer Wakefield Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan38 
Gonerriem, bos my Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet 
jan 4 


N 
I gpa St —_— Fanny © ext Kensing. 
‘an 


Pet Dec 10 Ona Jas 8 
Cheer Fancy Dealer rae 


Sinzinive 


eweastle on Tyne Jan 4 
Jan 
Waa Jona, New i Dastogay, Meo, Mon, Earthenware Hawker 
Tredegar Pet Jan4 
beter Joux, Butcher Swansea Pet Jan4 
Wi Josian Faepeai Gonp of, Provisio 
meet ich Court Bet Dec 38 Ord Jan 
London Gasetie—Tunspay, Jan. ig 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


meee, W Wi 
eet es ne by Ct 
onde eee Eastcheap, Merchant High Pet 


isa ord Suffolk, Farmer Bury 8 
as Pessest, Lense, Bemese 


a tae A gamne Cops, 


mows Jan 5 jar On dene 
Capy, Sysoen, Suffolk, Dealer Gt Yarmouth 
sn oan Ord Jan 


Co her oI 988 


Jané Jan 5 

Drarsr, Grocer Derby Pet Jan 5 
Dont bem ‘West Bromwich, Labourer Dudley Pet 
Jong Blakebrook and Sutton Farms Kidder- 
Varmer Pet Jan 3 Ord 

an 8 
For etm on’ Pet De Barrister at 
Law 14 ee ladle be 











raiin, Epwarp, Gt thane, Sendhoous @t Yar- 
mouth PetJan5 Ord Jan5 
Moors —— Be Street, Somerset, Grocer 
Jan an 6 
Seal Sour i Evans Bropiz, Penrhynside, peeneian, Se 
sistant Grocer Bangor Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 
“—_ a ~ may Aylesbury, Baker yt a Pet | 


Brighton 


Levert, Wituiam, a Tailor Cambridge Pet 
te Jan5 Ord Jan 
“High Court 


27 Ord Jan6 
Hammerton, Yorks, Corn Merchant 


Switcne, Jonn W, Queen Victoria st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec 


9 Ord - 25 
Tuomason, Wittiam, Lostock Cheshire, Engine 
Driver Warrington 


Pet Jan's 3 Ord Jen 
Trepwe.tt, Hewrny Frepenick, esa Fruiterer 
Worcester Pet Jan 6 


Jan 
ee Joszru, Derby, Bricklayer Derby Pet Jan 6 


Wuatety, Sees ay sone pe Warwickshire, Nursery- 
man Warwick PetJan6 Ord Jan6é 

Waurrwortn, Joun P ag Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet 
Jané6 Ord Jan6 

Wituiams, Watter Assert, — st, Architect High 
Court Pet Jané Ord Jan 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov 8 :— 
Coox, Mixwa Maser, Wandsworth, ieamey, Authoress 
Wandsworth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan 3 :— 


Matruews, Tuomas, Cheshunt, Herts, Builder Edmon- 
ton Pet Dec28 Ord Dec 


28 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, Rosert Jonx, West Grinstead, Sussex, Farmer 
Jan 17 at 12 Off Ree, 4, —— bldgs, Brighton 
ALExanpveRr, Jonny, Liv: l, r Jan2at3 Off 


Rec, 35, Victoria st, 1 

Bicxertox, Epmunxp, Batol rd, Peckham Rye, Stock 
Dealer Jan 17 atl Bankruptcy bldgs 

Buuiuzy, Heyry, Liverpool, Sharebroker Jan 18at3 Off 

Victoria st, Live 1 

Buryarp, Mapeverne, Ilchester, Somerset, Spinster Jan 
18at1 Three Choughs Hotel, Yeovil 

Davie, Jo +" late of * ny, iam, Tailor Jan 17 at 12 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Draper, Roperr, Allentown, Derbyshire, Grocer Jan 20 
at 3 Off Rec, St James's chars Derby 

Duerpen, Cuartes, B Grocer Jan 19 at 2.30 

‘otel, Nichelag st, Burnley 

Firxry, Samvet, ‘West Bromwich, Leather Merchant Jan 
26 at 10.30 ane cree West Bromwich 

Fossett, Emma, Newport, Mon, late Circus Proprietor Jan 
1gati2 OF Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Faeeman, Antuun, Hereford, Tailor Jan 20 at 10 2, Offa 
‘est, Hereford 
Garrinetoy, Atrrep, Stourbri 
Jan 18at2 Wall & James, 
Gispons, ey late of Butterl h, Devon, a 
Jan 20 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, ‘ord cire, Ex 
Go.tprivca, Grorce Tuomas "Maney, Newport, Mon, 
Fruiterer Jan 18 at 1 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank 


Wores, Innk 
citors, Stourbri: 


Gri a Ne ,\- Fa Jan 18 at 

EENHALGH, Lanes, rmer Jan 18 a 

acne Bem Dank Sete, Groen Cibo, 

RIF¥ITH, Epwarp Parry los, an 
17 at 11 Off Rec, 1 King st, Gloucester 

Harvey, Sauvet, Connah’s pbb oy / Flints, Master Mariner 
Jan 20 at 12 Crypt chm brs, Chester 

een coe, ley on Thanos Carrier Jan 19 at 11.30 


, Reading 
Hurcuinson Isrart, Bishop Auckland, Miner Jan 18 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Issorson, WiL114M,{Blackburn, Painter Jan 25 at 1 County 


Blackburn 
— Boot Dealer Jan 20at12 Lei- 
ion Society, 4, New st, 


Leicester 
Jamuus, Epuunp Jones, Pontllanfraith, Mon, Gent Jan 18 
= Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Jounsox, ear, Cardiff, Commission Agent Jan 17 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Laton, Beds, Draper Jan 26 at 10.45 Court 


Iuxrson, Tooma 
cestershire 


Marks, Tuomas Georae, 


vi, Canning Town, Baker | 
| Moon, James, Wells, 
late of eieechesien, Merchant Man- 








Jan, 14, 1893. 








| bawgaece, yn bey Priater’s Reader Jan 18 at 12 
ar 
ima, Gronos Epwix, , Biddalph, — Grocer Jan 19 at 
Of Newcastle u: 
pace Wiiuram, Cambri ade — 17 at 12.15 Off 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cam! ridge 
Lituey, Joun ILLIAM, Are, See, Farmer Jan 17 


at 12.15 Shirehall, C 
Binfield Heath, nr Henley on 
Thames, Farmer Jan 19 at 12 Queen’s Hotel, Read- 


ing 
Masters, Mary Janz, Manchester, Dressmaker Jan 20 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Carpenter Jan 18 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
Bank ¢ hmbrs, Co Corn st, Bristol 
Muns, Harry Herefordshire, Grocer Jan 20 at 10 


2, Offa st, Hereferd 

Murrett, OmARLES Bouteuser, Great = Essex, 

= ane pag I = iat ~~ ae 

Nisset, Feanx, on, Surrey, of no ae 
Jan 17 at 11.30 24, Tedvey approach, London nige 

Parstey, Witt1am Jonny Rew, l, Hatter Jan 18 at 
2.45 chmbrs, Corn st, B Bristol 

Prercy, Grorer, Green Hammerton, Yorks, Corn Merchant 
Jan 18 at 12.30 Off on be 

Rating, James, a Devizes, Wilts, Boot Maker 
Jan 18 at 3.15 Off Rec, Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Reapixe, Wit.14M, Birmingham, Cab Proprietor Jan 20 
at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Reppicx, FREDERICK Tuomas, “Costaen, Hants, Boot Dealer 
Jan 17 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge jnctn, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Ritey, Rosert, pasiee, Se Tailor Jan 19 at 3 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, 

SEDGWwICK, Waren. "Nottingham, ow Jan 17 at 11 
Off Rec, St Pi Church walk, N 

er i Cuauses, Sel hton, Fancy Dealer Jan 17 at 3 
house Keeper Jan 19 at ths 


Rec, 4, Pavilion ldgs, Brigh 
, = Got Hick 
—_ ristal Armes Hotel 
. Bri 


Weston su; 

4 

STEPHENS, a Leeds, late Innkeeper Jan 18 at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

TASKER, Hersert Mavpe, Loe he van, Sail Maker Jan 
17 at 11.30 Lowther Hotel 

Tate, Jonn Laster, Hildexthocpe: Bridlington Quay, 

orks, Collector of Insurance Jan 17 at 3.30 Off Rec, 

74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Tayior, Epwaro, Waterloo, ur Biyeh, Northumbrid, 
¢ ng Jan 18 at 11 Of | Rec, Pink lane, Newcas- 

e on 


TRESILIAN, Goon: Pascor, Bristol, Musician Jan 18 at 1 
Off Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
OSEPH, Derby, Bricklayer Jan 20 at 2.30 Off 


Vv Cc org | oo Jan 18 at 11 23 
OGEL, CHARLES, m, an 18 a 
Colmore row, Bi By : 
Watkinson, GrorGe = eee, Cockfield, Suffolk, Farmer 

Jan 26at12 Guildhall, B St Edmunds 
Wuitworts, Jouyx Circa, es Grocer Jan 20 at1l1 
Ww. hey Broad Grose rd, P 

RIGHT, JOSIAH FREDERICK, aT rovision 
Dealer Jan 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy dgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bicxertoy, Eouunp, Barforth rd, Peckham a Stock 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord Jan 

Bonp, James CHARLES, — Suffolk, Tce Bury St 

Sema Waster Gon Out Seat Teacher of Dancing 
HER, WILLIAM GEoRGE, er 0} 
Leeds Pet Dec 81 Ord Dec 31 

Burrows, THomas, Eccleston, nr + i Lancs, Farmer 
Liverpool Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 

bees a ——, Suffolk, Dealer Gt Yarmouth 


6 Ord Jan 
Sheffield, Accountant Sheffield 
4 


CrowTHEerR, WILLIAM 
Pet Nov 22 Ord 
Curtis, Atrrep, Cambri mews, Albany st, Regent’s 
Park, late Jobmaster High Court Pet. Nov 19 Ord 
an 
Deacon, Cuarves, Navarino rd, 1 of no occupation 
Dusrals Kontes, Aeaiown, Detopeir, Grocer Derby 
RAPER, Rosert, Allentown, 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jané6 
Sung, Joszrn, West Bromwich, Labourer Dudley Pet 
an2 Ord Jan2 
auen’ James, Blakebrook and Sutton Farms, nr Kidder- 
minster, Farmer Kidderminster hg | Ord Jan7 
Fosrun On CHARLES, F, Thames Ditton at 
Kingsto Monk Sans?” 


Law m Pet Dec 14 
Fuoz, Henry, and Epwis Fuaz, apeonyy 8, Glos, Builders 
Bristol Pet Dec 22 = Jan 


Joun, Liverpoo! 1 late Licensed Victualler Liver- 
Pet Nov 17 17 ord Jan 5 


me RicHagp, , Greengrocer Hastings Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan5 


STassins, Epwarp 


TRUEMAN 
Rec, 8 


Gomme, 


| 
| 





GrsBons, ay late of Butterleigh, Devon, late Farmer 
Exeter Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 6 
ss Ve 8t Georges Glos, Builder Bristol 


Songeeess Boas, os, igh "A, ee, Tobacconist High 


Houses Mi hang Great ‘a Smackowner Great 
Yarmouth PetJan5 Ord Jan5 


Hooper, Wi1it1au Garnop, Street, Somerset, Grocer Wells 
Pet Jan6é Ord Jané6 


‘an 
James, Epuunp Jongs, Pontllanfraith, Mon, Gent New- 
5 » i er, Cardi, Comin ; A 2 
ounson, Towntey, Cardiff, mmission Agent Cardiff 
Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 
Jones, Davin, cms 7 pemeanrann Builder High 
Court PetDec8 Ord Jan 5 
Joxes, Jouxn Evans Brovre, Penrhynside, Llandudno, 
Grocer Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 5 
Minories, Publisher i 
an 4 


. Sussex, Labourer Brighton 


Leask, ALexanper Ritcaie 
Dec10 Ord 


amg Wi.uam, Fryerning, Essex, Farmer 
ford Pet Dec19 Ord Jan 4 
i ead, — Victualler Birken- 


Marruews, Tuomas, a, Herts, Builder Edmonton 
Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 


Peacuey, Henry Nene Craven st, Spacing Cross, Sur- 
veyor High Court Pet Oct7 Ord Jan 

Pau. Ae -* Green Hammerton, Yorks, Corn Merchant 

Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 5 

ae a. Wruuiam, West Hartlepool, General Draper 
Sunderland Pet Dec5 Ord Jan5 

Prruan, Witt1am Georce, Kingsomborne, co Southamp- 
ton, Carrier Southampton Pet Dec 27 Ord Jan 5 

Ricuarps, G i th 
Edmonton 


TrEeDwEL., Heyry 


Simpson, Hersert, Chel 
tenham Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 
Suira, Taomas Corps Icke, Burslem, Staffs, Grocer Bur- 
slem Pet Dec Jan 5 
Sournern, Georce H, rd, South Kensi: 
otel Proprietor Court Pet Nov4 Ord Jan5. 
SPaLpINa, ean lebone lane High Court Pet 
8 Lang beng Sem Pro Dealer Canter 
TOCK, CHARLES oy vision er Canter- 
bury Pet Dec 
Summons, Wits, Hakin Pembs, Builder Pembroke 
Dock Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 7 
Tuomason, Witi1am, Lostock Gralam, Cheshire, Engine 
Driver Wi: Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 5 
EDERICK, Worcester, Fruiterer Wor- 
a Jan 6 
baa ous ¥en ~~ pmeaamas Traveller Shrews- 
Tara Jose a ‘Bricklayer Derby Pet Jan 6 
an 
Woopwanrp, Harry, and Faawx Henry Atrrep Barnes. 
Regent st, Auctioneers High Court Pet Oct 25 Ord 
an 5 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, Dec. 2 :— 
Rowe, Arruur, Ideford, Devon, Shopkeeper Exeter Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov 29 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Jan. 18.—Messrs. Watkxer & Runrz, at the Mart, E.C., at 
: o’clock, — Ground-rents (see advertisements, 
an.7,p. 4). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxitcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 











=s3r. sasas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E£.0. 
WEST END BRANOH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 





ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
829,000 





@@ THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY. 





RPolicies 


tabie 


Indispu 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 
THOMAS G. Ort fo ae F.8.8., and 
: . Actuary Manager. 


JAMES H. 


attezr & Wears. 








